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Current Topics. 


A Third Court of Appeal. 

WE REFERRED some time ago to the probability that a third 
Court of Appeal would be constituted to hear King’s Bench 
appeals. It is now announced that its formation has been 
arranged ; that the assistance of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord 
Chief Justice, and the President of the Probate and Divorce 
Division will be obtained in order to form the three courts, and 
that the services of Lord Justice Farwett will also be available 
shortly. It is not anticipated that the third division will sit 
before the 5th of July next. 


The School of Law. 

Ir appears from the report of the Council of the Law 
Society, just issued, that they have appointed a committee to 
discuss the question of the scheme for a school of law with 
the Attorney-General when he is able to give attention to the 
matter. The society’s proportion of the income of the fund 
in court for educational purposes for the year 1905 amounted 
to £1,237 lls. 5d. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 

Tue srrrines of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
have been resumed, and their lordships are likely to be busily 
ocoupied till the commencement of the Long Vacation. Com- 

ints have for several years been made that the learning and 
intellect of this high judicial body are less than that of those 
who took part in its deliberations during the last century, 
and much is said as to the importance of maintaining 
a high standard of excellence in the ultimate court of 
ap from all the colonies of Great Britain. We have no 
wish to dispute this last proposition, but a reference to 
the majority of the cases which have come before the Judicial 
Committee during the last few has led us to doubt 
whether they require for their elucidation an mastery of 
the leading principles of the law. Of the ian appeals we 
need only say that they seem quite unsuited to judges 
who have no intimate acquaintance with the laws and 
35 
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usages of that huge dependency. But even in Canada and 
Australia a large proportion of the cases depend on the con- 
struction of municipal and local statutes, and it is difficult to 
see how the jurists of a remote country can throw any fresh 
light upon such questions. It may indeed be said that the 
interposition of the Legislature in this country has become so 
frequent that the construction of statutes will soon form a great 
part of the work of the courts, but it has never been thought 
that the interpretation of the enactments of an independent 
S:ate could profitably be entrusted to foreigners. 


Barristers’ Wigs in June. 

WE rap that at a recent trial in a county court one of the 
witnesses, during an altercation with counsel, so far forgot his 
respect for the bar as to invite the learned gentleman to take off 
his wig and cool himself. The burden laid upon the head of a 
judge or barrister during the short English summer is hard to 
bear. It is true that in cases of great oppression he has 
‘‘ liberty to apply ” to the court, but the younger members of 
the profession, who are not far advanced in baldness, and suffer 
more from an extra head covering, are naturally disposed to 
leave their seniors to make the necessary application. It is 
many years since Sipney Smirx wrote, in an article on the 
United States: ‘‘The Americans, we believe, are the first 
persons who have discarded the tailor in the administration of 
justice and his auxiliary the barber—two persons of endless 
importance in the codes and pandects of Europe. A judge 
administers justice without a calorific wig and parti-coloured 
gown, in a coat and pantaloons. The true gp eee of 
refinement we conceive is to discard the mountebank display of 
barbarous ages. One row of gold and fur falls off after another 
from the robe of power and is picked up and worn by the parish 
beadle and the exhibitor of wild beasts.” The wig, however, 
remains, and judicial robes are, if anything, smarter than they 
were fifty years ago. It is not everyone who knows that this 
headgear is of no great antiquity, dating in fact from the days 
of Cuarres the Second, when it became the general fashion 
for men to cut off their hair and replace it by an artificial 
covering. 


A Reform in the Mode of Rating Railways. 


Anyong who is accustomed to read the reports of the leading 
railway companies is familiar with their complaints of the 
increase of their assessments to the poor rates, and of the manner 
in which the rateable value of railways is ascertained. In the case 
of The West Riding of Yorkshire County Council v. Middleton Parish 
Council, decided by the Divisional Court on the 27th of April, it 
was stated that the Great Northern Railway, having appealed to 
quarter sessions, obtained a substantial reduction of the rateable 
value at which it was assessed in the valuation list of the 
particular parish; and we believe that there are many other 
cases in which similar reductions have been obtained by railway 
companies. Meanwhile, no attempt appears to be made to 
reform the existing parochial system of assessing railways to the 
poor rate. The Royal Commission on Taxation has 
recommended that a central authority should be appointed, 
whose duty it should be to value each railway as a whole, 
and to allocate the valuation thus obtained between the 
various rating areas, and that the total valuation of each 
railway should be ascertained in accordance with the statutory 
definition of net annual value as it has been interpreted by the 
courts, and that the value of the stations should be deducted in 
allocating the valuation and distributed amongst the areas in 
which the stations are respectively situated. The present 
system of ascertaining the rateable value of that portion of a 
— which is within a single parish is founded upon the 
a proposition that a person could be found who would hire 
that portion of the railway, and no more, as tenant from year to 
year. The parochial system is also open to the serious objection 
that it is lated to expose railways to the liability of being 
rated beyond the rateable value of the whole line owing to the 
lack of tion between the various rating authorities. 
We understand that both in Scotland and Ireland the practice 
is for each railway to be valued as a whole in the first 
instance, and we can only hope that their example will be 


followed by this country without delay. 











Child en Ventre sa Mere. 


THE RULE that a child en ventre sa mére is to be considered ag 
already born for the purposes of the devolution of property 
under wills and upon intestacies has received important con- 
firmation in the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Villar y, 
Gilbey (54 W. R. 473; 1906, 1 Ch. 583). By the will of a 
testator who died in 1854 real estate was devised to his brother 
for life, with remainder to the brother’s eldest son A. for life, 
with remainder to A.’s sons successively in tail, and then to his 
daughters in tail, with remainder to his second son B. for life, 
with similar remainders to his children in tail; in default of such 
issue the testator devised the estates to the other sons of his 
brother successively and the heirs of their bodies, subject toa 
proviso that any other son born in the testator’s lifetime should 
not take a larger interest than for life, with remainder to his 
issue in tail. A third son, C., was born within a month 
of the testator’s death. A. and B. both survived the 
testator and died—A. in 1879 and B. in 1903—without ever 
having had issue. ©. became bankrupt in 1882, and in 1905 
the official receiver, who was then the trustee of his estate, 
purported to bar the entail and to convey the real estate to a 
purchaser in fee simple. The purchaser brought the present 
action to obtain a declaration that O. took an estate tail under 
the testator’s will and not a life estate. This of course depended 


on the question whether C., as being a child en ventre sa mére . 


at the time of the testator’s death, was to be treated as “‘ born” 
in the testator’s lifetime within the meaning of the proviso in the 
will, so that the estate tail first given to him would be cut down to 
an estate for life. Swivrzn Eapy, J., held that the words “ born 
in my lifetime” were to be taken in their natural sense, and that 
C.’s estate was not cut down to an estate for life, but the Court 
of Appeal reversed the decision. It was, indeed, said by Lord 
Wesrsory, L.C., in Blasson v. Blasson (13 W. R. 113, 2 D. J. &8. 
665) that a child en ventre sa mére would only be treated as 
already born at the date in question when such construction was 
for his benefit, but it is now held that this distinction is 
unsound, The rule is independent of the consideration whether 
the effect of applying it will benefit the child or no. Moreover, 
the rule is not limited to the particular cases in which it has been 
decided to be applicable—as in cases arising with reference to 
perpetuity: see Re Wilmer’s Trusts (51 W. R. 609; 1903, 2 Ch. 
411)—but is of general application; and although the full 
extent of it may be matter of doubt, yet, as Romer, L.J., said: 
“* Prima facie, in the absence of sufficiently weighty considera- 
tions to the contrary, for the purposes of devolution of property 
in connection with intestacies or wills, no distinction ought 
to be drawn between a child born at a particular time and 
: child at that time en ventre sa mére oak subsequently born 
alive. 


The Contents of Prospectuses. 


Onz or the objects of the Companies Act, 1900, was to secure 
the disclosure of the persons interested in the sale of property to 
a company and the amount which the company was paying for 
it; and accordingly, among the various matters which section 10 
requires to be stated in the prospectus, clause 1 (/) calls for a 
statement of the names and addresses of the vendors of any 
property purchased by the company which is to be paid for out 
of the proceeds of the issue offered for subscription by the pros- 
pectus, or the purchase of which has not been completed at the 
date of publication, and the amount payable to the vendor, or 
where there is more than one separate vendor, or the company 
is a sub-purchaser, the amount so payable to each vendor. 
It has commonly been supposed that the company 1s 
not to be rece | as a sub-purchaser within this provision 
where the immediate vendor to the company has completed his 
purchase before the issue of the prospectus, and this view 1s 
affirmed by the decision of Joycg, J., in Brookes y. Hansen (54 
W. R. 502). There a vendor had, by a contract dated the 11th 
of May, 1901, sold for £15,000 to the African Patent Rights 
a) the benefit of ype already made for certain 
etters patent in the South African colonies. The money payable 
under the contract was borrowed by the company, and was 
paid to the vendor and the purchase was completed on the 31st 


of May, 1901. By a contract dated the 1st of June, 1901, the 
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African Patents Rights (Limited) agreed to sell the same subject- 
matter to the South African Superaeration (Limited) for £58,500, 
and on the same day a prospectus was issued which stated this 
contract and the purchase-money payable under it. The 
rospectus also mentioned the agreement of the 11th of 

ay, but did not state the purchase-money payable under 
that agreement or the facts relating to the acquisition of 
the property by the African Patent Rights (Limited). A share- 
holder, who had received the prospectus and had applied for 
shares, alleged that there had been an omission to comply with 
section 10(1){f), and upon this ground he claimed damages 
from the directors of the company. Primd facie it would seem 
that when a purchase is completed with borrowed money, and 
the purchaser forthwith re-sells to a company, and presumably 
repays the loan out of money received from the company, there 
is good ground for treating the first purchase as in effect 
made with money received from the company. Joycr, J., 
however, did not take this view. The former purchase 
had in fact been completed before the issue of the prospectus, 
and there was no need to disclose it for the purposes of section 
10(1)(f). That clause, he said, imposed no obligation‘ to disclose 
the amount of the purchase-money, however small, paid by the 
yendor upon his acquisition, however recent.” The action 
accordingly failed. It has to be remembered, however, that 
sertion 10 does not interfere with the ordinary rules as to the 
disclesure of profits made upon the formation of a company, and 
it is advisable to state the full facts of such sales and re-sales in 
the prospectus, even though this is not necessary for the purpose 
of satisfying the statutory requirements. 


When the Court Leans Against Intestacy. 


Tue pxcision of the Court of Appeal in Re Edwards (54 
W. R. 446; 1906, 1 Ch. 570) is an excellent example that clear 
words in a will are to have their natural effect, notwithstanding 
that the result is an intestacy and is very probably opposed to 
what would be the wishes of the testator. A testatrix by her 
will gave all her property in trust for her children who being 
sons should attain twenty-one, or being daughters should attain 
thatage or marry. This gift was contained in one paragraph 
of the will. In a separate paragraph the testatrix, in the event 
of her death without leaving any children surviving her, gave all 
her property to her brothers and sisters. She left one child 
surviving her who died an infant. Applying the above two 
gifts to this state of facts, the result was clear enough. The 
infant never attained the prescribed age, and, therefore, 
never attained a vested interest under the first gift. On the 
other hand, the event specified in the second gift did not happen. 
The testatrix did not die without leaving a child surviving her, 
and the gift over in favour of her brothers and sisters did not 
take effect. This meant an intestacy, and to avoid that result 
Buoxtzy, J., held that the terms of the gift over controlled the 
original gift, and that the infant child took a vested interest. 
But the Court of Appeal considered that the words of the 
Po eae gift were too clear to admit of such a construction, 
and, indeed, the real question seems to have been 
whether, in the events that happened, the gift over in 
favour of the brothers and sisters of the testatrix had not taken 


effect. This, of course, would have been the intention of the P 


testatrix; an intestacy would be avoided; and it was only 
necessary to import the word ‘‘such,” and to treat the gift over 
as depending on the death of the testatrix ‘“ without leaving any 
such children surviving her”; that is, any children who attained 
twenty-one. But the Court of Appeal declined to alter words 
which were in themselyes unambiguous for the purpose of 
avoidin an intestacy. ‘It is said,” observed Romer, L.J., 
that the court leans against an intestacy. I do not know 
whether that expression at the present day means anything 
more than this—that in cases of ambiguity the court may, 
at any rate in the case of certain wills, gather an intention that 
the testator did not intend to die intestate; but it cannot be 
lat, merely with a view to avoiding intestacy, the court is to do 
otherwise than construe plain words according to their plain 
meaning.” Consequently neither the original gift nor the gift 
over took effect, and an intestacy resulted. This agrees with 
the construction placed upon a similar will by Rowuty, M.R., 
in Walker vy, Mower (16 Beay. 365). 





Redemption of Property After Act of Bankruptcy. 


Ir 1s interesting to note that in Ponsford, Baker, § Co. v. 
Union of London and Smiths Bank (Limtted) (ante, p. 525) Buckury, 
J., has followed the decision of Wricur, J., in Re Lawford & 
Lawrence (50 W. R. 592; 1902, 2 K. B. 445) with respect to the 
return of pledged property after notice of an act of bankruptcy 
by the pledgor. tt bankruptcy follows, the title of the trustee 
in bankruptcy relates back to the act of bankruptcy, so that 
prima face the pledgee who parts with the property is 
responsible to the trustee, and he cannot rely on the protection 
of section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, since this requires 
that the dealing with the property of the bankrupt shall be 
without notice of an available act of bankruptcy. In Re 
Lawford & Lawrence certain cabs had in September, 1900, 
been deposited by the owners, Lawrorpv & Lawrence, with 
one Warp to secure advances. In October, 1900, the owners 
repaid part of the advances and certain of the cabs were delivered 
to them. Warp had at that time notice of an act of bankruptcy 
by Lawrorp & Lawrence, and a receiving order was made 
against them in the following January. After the receiving 
order they repaid the rest of the advances and the remainder of 
the cabs were delivered to them. Whaicut, J., held, though 
with doubt, that Warp was not liable to the trustee for the 
value of the goods, Although the trustee’s title related back to 
the act of bankruptcy committed on the 6th of October, yet his 
title was subject to the contract of pledge under which Warp 
took the cabs, and, in pursuance of that contract, Warp had 
no option but to return the cabs when the money was 
paid. In the present case of Ponsford, Baker, § Co. v. Union 
of London and Smiths Bank a firm of stockbrokers had deposited 
shares with the bank as security for a loan of £10,500. 
Certain of the shares had been sold and the loan reduced to 
£3,678. The borrowers were declared defaulters on the Stock 
Exchange, with the result that their assets vested in the official 
assignee. Subsequently the borrowers tendered to the bank 
the amount of the balance due on the loan and asked for a 
return of the securities, but the bank declined to accept the 
tender or return the securities upon the ground that the vesting 
of the assets in the official assignee was an act of bankruptcy 
and that they could not safely deal with the shares. It would, 
however, be extremely inconvenient if, under such circum- 
stances, the pledgor or mortgagor was unable to obtain a return 
of the property pledged or charged, and Buvox.ey, J., concurred 
with the decision of Wricur, J.,on the same point, and the 
bank were ordered to deliver the securities upon payment of 
the amount due to them. The official assignee, it should be 
noticed, was a plaintiff in the action. 


Covenant for Benefit to Lessor as Price of Licence 
to Assign Lease. 

TuE case of Waite v. Jennings, decided by the Court of Appeal 
on the 3rd of May, will be read with much interest by the oo 
class of practitioners who are called upon to consider questions 
arising out of the transfer of leasehold property. The case was 
argued on the construction of sections in two Acts of Parliament. 
By the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 2, sub-section (ix), “‘ ‘rent’ 
includes yearly or other rent . . . and ‘fine’ includes 
remium or fore-gift, and any payment, consideration, or benefit 
in the nature of a fine, premium, or fore-gift.” By the 
Conveyancing Act, 1892, s. 3, it is provided that in all leases 
containing a covenant, condition, or agreement against assigning, 
underletting, or parting with the possession, or disposing of the 
property leased without licence or consent, such covenant, 
saailion or agreement shall, unless the lease contains an 


expressed provision to the contrary, be deemed to be subject to 
a proviso to the effect that no fine or sum of money in 
the nature of a fine should be eye for or in respect 


of such licence or consent. The facts in Waite v. Jennings 
were that the Burlington Hotel, Brighton, had been leased 
for a term of years, the lease containing a covenant by 
the lessee, for himself and his assigns, not to assign the 
premises without the consent in writing of the lessors, 
such consent not to be unreasonably or capriciously withheld. 
The lease contained no provision as to the payment of a fine in 
respect of a licence to assign. After several assignments of the 
lease, an application was made by the person in whom the lease- 
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hold interest was vested for.a licence to assign to the defendant, 
and by an indenture made between the reversioner, the assignee 
of the lessor (the plaintiff), and the defendant, the plaintiff 

ted the licence to assign in consideration of a covenant by 
the defendant that he would at all times during the residue of 
the term duly pay the rent and perform the covenants of the 
lessee. The defendant subsequently assigned the lease under 
this licence, and an action was brought against him on his 
covenant to recover from him one quarter’s rent due but 
unpaid by the tenant. The majority of the Court of Appeal 
(Vavenan Wittams and Srreauxe, LJJ.) held that 
the covenant did not make a fine payable within the mean- 
ing of section 3 of the Act of 1892, as it was merely a 
covenant to secure the rent and not a covenant to pay any 
money over and above the rent reserved. We do not propose to 
offer any criticism of this decision, which is based upon the 
P ition that the defendant’s covenant gave the plaintiff 
nothing beyond that to which he was entitled under the lease. 
But the learned Lord Justices are reported to have said that, 
even assuming that the covenant provided for the payment of a 
fine, it might still be enforced, for, assuming that it was entered 
into without consideration, the Legislature had not made it 
illegal. If this construction were adopted, it would, as it seems 
to us, be easy to defeat the operation of section 3 of the Act of 
1892, and whether the proposed assignee is or is not a party to 
the licence, does not appear to us material. What the Legisla- 
ture intended was, in certain circumstances, to prohibit the 
taking of the fine, no matter what machinery was devised by 
the lessor for securing the payment of it. 


Defective Count in Indictment. 

AT THE RECENT quarter sessions at Bradford a man was charged 
on an indictment containing a number of counts under the Debtors 
Act. The fourth count was based on section 11, sub-section 15, of 
the Act, for disposing of property obtained on credit otherwise 
than in the ordinary way of trade, but it contained no parti- 
eulars of the property ened to have been so obtained, nor 
of the dates, nor the manner in which it was alleged that the 
property had been disposed of. Counsel for the defendant took 
exception to this count, and it was accordingly quashed by the 
recorder. The trial proceeded on the other counts, with the 
result that the jury disagreed, and the defendant is to be tried 
again at the next quarter sessions. The presecution have now 
announced their intention of sending up to the grand jury a 
new indictment, differing from the old one only by the addition of 
the necessary particulars in the fourth count. There is consider- 
able diversity of opinion among criminal lawyers as to whether 
this course is legal. There is no doubt that if the jury had 
found a verdict, one way or the other, the proceedings would 
have come to an end, and the defendant could not have been 
obliged to make his defence to a charge based on the facts 
mentioned in the old fourth count. And it certainly seems hard 
that the mere fact of the disagreement of the jury should confer 
on the prosecution a power of amendment which would not 
otherwise have been permissible. On the other hand, it is 

that if the new indictment is valid in point of form, the only 
objections open to the defendant would be “ autrefois convict” or 


count was that it gave the defendant no chance of preparing his 
defence to any parti set of facts. It was, so to speak, a 
in the air, and had it not been quashed, the prosecution 

ight conesivably have given evidence of any facts which the 
wording of the count might cover, without giving the defendant 


any further information of the accusation brought against him. 
But had the count originally contained particulars there could 
have been no pw f in putting the defendant on his trial on 
% which he all reasonable unity to meet. Had 
been permissible at the first trial, the defendant 
might reasonably have complained of hardship. But in a new 
ds novo, he will have no less a of preparing his 
than he would have had i tho laiketnent hed boon 
properly framed at the first trial. His chances of success on the 
merits are in no conceivable way prejudiced. 





Ignorance in England. 

LAWYERS WHosE business takes them into the company of all 
sorts and conditions of men are accustomed to find that education 
is not so generally prevalent as it is supposed to be, and some of 
them would perhaps not share the astonishment of Mr. Justice 
Watton at the Northampton Assizes when a witness confessed 
that he could not “tell time” or read the language of the clock, 
and that he was mainly guided by his appetite with regard to 
the advance oftime. We have ourselves met with rural labourers 
who could not state their ages with any precision, and we can 
fully appreciate the words of Kwicnt-Bevog, V.C., in Shields v, 
Boucher (1 De G. & S. 40), ‘There are nowadays in this country 
many men, especially those having servants, who are in habits 
of daily intercourse with persons whose surnames, if any, they 
do not know, and as I have read, men who if they have surnames 
are not themselves aware of them.” These facts may lead those 
who hear the common saying that the people are getting over- 
educated to feel some doubt on the subject. 








Is an Estate Tail Bound by a 
Covenant to Settle After-acquired 
Property ? 


I. 

Tue late Vice-Chancellor Hatt was a great real property 
lawyer. His fame does not rest on his judgments, which, 
perhaps owing to their want of literary form, have not received 
the attention they deserve; but those who had the great 
privilege of being his pupils know the remarkable accuracy of 
his opinions given when he was in practice as a barrister. The 
reason why he seldom went astray was very simple; he always 
consulted the authorities before he wrote his opinion. It was a 
rule in his pupil-room that a pupil advising on a case should 
produce to him an epitome of all the authorities bearing on it. 
It once happened that a pupil wrote an opinion which was pro- 
nounced excellent, but Mr. Hatt added, “‘ Where are the 
authorities ?”” He was answered, ‘This case is so clear that I 
did not consider it necessary to collect them.” Mr. Hatt was 
silent for a few minutes, and then said, ‘‘I advise you, until you 
have been in practice for at least fifteen years, never to write an 
opinion without consulting all the authorities.” : 

Some of our most eminent judges have fallen into error, 
especially on questions relating to the law of real property, from 
not having the authorities cited to them. An example will 
found in 6 Law Quarterly Review, 230, where the writer points 
out that Lord Expon, in delivering his judgment, said: “ It is 
singular that it falls to me to decide this question for the 
first time,” while both the judge and counsel were in blissful 
ignorance that the question which he decided was abundantly 
covered by authority. 

We cannot help thinking that if the Court of Appeal had 
had the old authorities before them they would have given 4 
different decision to that in Re Dunsany (1906, 1 Oh. 578). In 
that case the question was whether an estate tail was bound by 
a covenant in a settlement to settle after-acquired property, and 
the decision was that it was not bound. Possibly the decision 
may be correct on the construction of the covenant, though we 
venture to doubt if this is the case, but the reasons given for the 
decision are not in accordance with the authorities, including 4 
decision of the House of Lords in Dos v. Woodroffe (2 H. L. 0. 
811). 

The decision in Re Dunsany, following the decision of Psas- 
son, J., in Hilbers y. Parkinson Bg Ch. D. 200), was based on the 
ground that the covenantor could not convey her estate tail; that 
she was not bound to convey an estate for her own life, and that 
she was not bound to convey by a conveyance enrolled under 
the Fines and Recoveries Act. In order to discuss the judgment 
it will be necessary to consult the early authorities. ee 

Before the Fines and Recoveries a tenant in tail m 
Se er of the land could convey it in either of the manners 

llowing : 


(1) By a common recovery in which he was vouched. ‘his 
conferred an pstate in fee simple on the recoveror. 
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(2) By a feoffment. This conferred an estate in fee simple 
on the feoffee, but after the death of the tenant in tail the issue 
in tail could recover the land by an action called ‘‘ a formedon” ; 
Co. Litt. 826a ; Sheffeild v. Ratcliffe (Hob. 334). 

3) By an innocent assurance—that is to say, any assurance 
other than a feoffment, fine, or recovery, by which the fee simple 
could pass. An innocent conveyance passed a fee which deter- 
mined on the death of the tenant in tail without issue, and was 
determinable by the entry of the issue in tail after the death of 
the tenant in tail, We propose to discuss the conveyance of 
this nature at some length hereafter, 

(4) By either of the methods (2) or (3) coupled with collateral 
warranty (explained 6 Law Quarterly Review, 280), In-this case 
the issue in tail was bound by the warranty, and could not recover 
the land, but on the death of the tenant in tail without issue, a 
remainderman, or the reversioner, if he, was not bound by the 
warranty, could recover it. 

(5) By a fine. This conferred a fee determinable on the death 
without issue of the tenant in tail. 

Recoveries, fines, and the effect of warranty in barring estates 
tail were put an end to by the Fines and Recoveries Act, and 
the effect of a feoffment putting the issue in tail, remainderman 
or reversioner to recover the land from the feoffee by formedon, 
was abolished by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, s. 39, 
so that none of the methods by which a tenant in tail in posses- 
sion could formerly convey the land are now effectual except a 
conveyance by an innocent assurance. It ought perhaps to be 
remarked that at the present day a feoffment is an innocent 
assurance, 

We propose to discuss the authorities as to the effect of an 
innocent assurance by a tenant in tail prior to the Fines and 
Recoveries Act, and then to consider the effect of the Act on 
such an assurance. 

The earliest authority we have been able to find is Cally v. 
Cally (24 Ed, 3, 28 B. 142; 8. O. Bro. Abr. Dow. 50). Here land 
was given to a husband and wife in tail; they had two sons, 
Apam, the elder, and Huan, the younger. After the death of the 
husband, the wife made a lease for years to Apam, and released 
to him with warranty. Apam married, and died in his mother’s 
lifetime ; the mother died. Huan entered, and the wife of Anam 
brought a writ of dower, and succeeded. It will be observed that 
the conveyance by the wife was really a lease and release, and the 

int of the decision is that she thereby conveyed an estate of 
inheritance, for unless Anam took an estate of inheritance his 
wife could not be endowed; and that is the case, even if we agree 
with Brooxe in thinking that the warranty was inoperative and 
that Huen ought to have succeeded by virtue of his title 
paramount. o 

Lirrtzton states (s. 613), “If a tenant in tail by his deed 
grant to another all his estate which he hath in the tenements to 
him entailed, to have and to hold all his estate to the other, and 
to his heirs for ever, and deliver to him seisin accordingly; in 
this case the tenant to whom the alienation was made bath no 
other estate but for term of the life of tenant in tail. And so it 
may be well proved that tenant in tail cannot grant nor alien, 
nor make any rightful estate of freehold to another person, but 
for term of his own life only.” 

_ Itis clear that ‘in this section Lrrrigron is speaking of an 
imnocent conveyance, notwithstanding that he speaks of livery, 
as if the tenant in tail had made a feoffment there would have 
been a discontinuance. This appears from the case of fines 
s Rep., at p. 840), where it is said, “Here the intent of 

TTLETON was, not that the grantee had but an estate for life, 
and that his estate should be absolutely determined by the 
death of the tenant in tail; but that it was not a discontinuance, 
nor had the grantee any durable or fixed estate but for the life 
of the tenant in tail, but that the issue after his death might at his 
Pasaare determine it ; and if the grantee in such case shail have 

ut an estate for life of tenant in tail, then the wife of such 
grantee shall not be endowed, against which it is adjudged in 
24 Ed, 3,28 B. 142, (the reference is to Cally v. Cally, supra). 

In Edward Seymor’s case (10 Rep. 956) a tenant in tail conveyed, 
by bargain and sale enrolled, to 4 and his heirs. It was decided 
“that by the bargain and sale the bargainee had an estate deter- 
minable upon the death of the tenant in tail . . . and that 
the wife of such bargainee shall be endowed.” According to 





the reasoning in the case of Fines (suprd), the fact that the 
wife of the inee might become enti to dower shews 
conclusively that the words determinable (not determined) upon 
the death of the tenant in tail mean, not that the estate of the 
bargainee determines on the death of the tenant in tail, but that 
it may be determined by the entry of the issue in tail. 

The question as to the effect of an innocent conveyance by a 
tenant in tail was discussed in Walsingham’s case (Plow. 547), 
where in argument it'was said, at p. 557: “ Ifat this day tenant 
in tail by indenture enrolled bargains and sells the land to 
another and his heirs, the bargainee has a fee in the land as he 
had in the use but that is only a base fee.” The 
decision in this case did not turn on the effect of an innocent 
conveyance. 

The leading case as to the effect of an innocent conveyance to 
a man and his heirs by a tenant in tail in possession is Machil v. 
Clerk (Holt. 615; 1 Com. 119; 2 Salk. 619; 7 Mod. 18; 11 Mod. 
19; 2 Lord Raym, 778). This was a writ of error from the 
Common Pleas. The judgmeit of the whole court was delivered 
by Horr, C.J. He said: ‘‘ If tenant in tail by covenant to stand 
seised, or by lease and release, or bargain and sale, conveys to 
another and his heirs, he has a base fee, not determined by the 
death of tenant in tail, but continuing in the covenantee or 
releasee, &c., till the issue in tail make an actual entry; for 
before the Statute de Donis the tenant in tail had an estate of 
inheritance in him, which was called a conditional fee simple; 
and that statute does not alter the nature of the estate so as to 
make it not an inheritance, but only fixes it that there shall be 
no alienation to disinherit the issue in tail, yet so as a‘ base fee 
may be made of it, for which see the first Institute; and there- 
fore, as he might before the statute, so he may do since, for the 
statute only makes it voidable. The tenant in tail has the whole 
estate, and why should not he by bargain and sale, lease and 
release, or covenant to stand seised, be able to divest himself of 
the whole and put it in the bargainee? For the power of 
disposing is an incident inseparable to his estate.” 

In Goodright v. Mead (3 Burr. 1703) each of the jodses, 
Witmor, J., Lord Mansrrexp, 0.J., Yarss, J., and Aston, J., were 
of opinion that a release or a bargain and sale by a tenant in tail 
gives a base fee voidable by the issue in tail. 

In Doe v. Rivers (7 T. R. 276) a woman, tenant in tail, by lease 
and release previous to her marriage, conveyed to trustees to 
the use of herself till the marriage, and after the iage to the 
use of the husband for life, remainder to the use of herself 
for life, and remainder to the first and other sons of the marriage 
in tail, with remainders over. It was decided that the con- 
veyance passed a base fee voidable by the issue in tail by entry, 
and accordingly, after the death of the woman, her eldest son 
recovered the land in ejectment against the assignees of the 
husband, on the ground that the husband’s life interest under 
the settlement was avoided by the entry of the tenant in tail, 
and that he could not take as tenant by the curtesy because the 
wife was never seised of an estate tail during the coverture. 

In Doe v. Whichelo (8 T, R. 211) Kenyon, C.J., says “ that 
the conveyance [by lease and release} by a tenant in tail created 
a base fee.” 

Finally in Doe v. Woodroffe (10 M. & W. 608; 15 M. & W. 
769; 2 H. L. O. 811) it was decided by the House of Lords, in 
accordance with the unanimous opinion of B., and 
Parreson, Conermper, Mauxs, Oressweun, Eaus, and Wit.1aMs, 
JJ., and in conformity with the decision of the Exchequer 
Chamber, that an innocent conveyance created an estate of 
inheritance or a base fee determinable by the entry of the 
tenant in tail. 

Mr. Burigr, in his note Co. Litt. $31 on Litt. s. 613, says: 
“The expression in the text that tenant in tail cannot grant or 
alien or make any rightful estate of freehold to another person, 
but for the term of his own life, is not to be understood li 
that the grantee has but an estate for life, and that his 
ipso facto determined by the death of the tenant in tail: 
is meant by it is, that his estate is certain and indefeasible, 
longer than the life of the tenant in tail; for, upon the death 
the tenant in tail, it is defeasible by the issue, either by action 
or by entry or claim on the land, at his election, Still it has 
continuance till it is so defeated by the issue.” The note 
contains much more to the same effect, and points out that this 
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was observed by Hott, ©.J., in Machell v. Clarke (ubi sup.), 
and by Honan, ©.J., in Sheffeild v. Ratcliffe (Hob. 338, 339). 
The learned Preston says (Preston on Abstracts, p. 363) that 
the statement by Lirrixron (in section 613) ‘‘ is one of the very 
few errors to be found in that book, which deservedly acquired 
so high a degree of reputation. This error was adopted and 
followed in the case of Zvok v. Glascock (1 Wms. Saund. 253).” 

The effect of the Fines and Recoveries Act is to render any 
conveyance (other than a will) made by a tenant in tail, in some 
cases with the consent of the protector, capable of passing the 
fee simple of the land entailed as against the issue in tail and 
all persons entitled in remainder or reversion after the estate 
tail, if it be enrolled under the Act. If a tenant in tail makes a 
voidable conveyance (i.¢., a conveyance not enrolled under the 
Act) for value, and afterwards disposes of the land under the 
Act, the voidable conveyance is in certain cases to be wholly or 
partially confirmed. 

To sum up, at the present day a tenant in tail in possession 
can by deed convey the land to a grantee and his heirs, Such 
a conveyance creates a base fee which ipso facto determines on 
the failure of the heirs in tail, and may be determined by the 
entry of a person who would have been tenant in tail in 
possession if the base fee had not been created ; but if the deed 
is enrolled pursuant to the Fines and Recoveries Act, the grantee 
acquires a fee simple absolute. It should be observed that the 
deed may be enrolled by either the grantor or grantee (Dart, 
708 ; Carson R. P. Statutes 295). H. W. E. 


(Zo be continued.) 





The Liability of a Landlord for 
Injury through Non-repair. 


Tue affirmation by the House of Lords (7Zimes, 23rd inst.) of 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Cavalier v. Pope (54 W. R. 
68; 1905, 2 K. B. 757) places an important limitation upon the 
liability of a landlord for injury to persons, other than the tenant, 
due to non-repair of premises in cases where he is under an 
obligation to repair. It appears to be settled that the landlord 
is liable for an injury caused to a member of the public who is 
passing the premises, but he is not liable if the injury is caused 
to a person who is using the premises, whether a member of the 
tenant’s family or any other person. And the liability to 
members of the public arises also where the landlord lets 
premises in a ruinous condition and does not impose an 
obligation to repair upon the tenant. The former liability was 
established by Payne v. Rogers (2 H. BI. 349), where the 
plaintiff, in passing premises, had been injured by slipping 
through an improperly protected hole in the pavement into the 
vault below. It was contended that the liability, as regards the 
plaintiff, was on the tenant only, with a possible remedy over 
for the tenant against the landlord. But the court declined to 
encourage such circuity of action. “I agree,” said Buiter, J., 
“that the tenant as occupier is primarily liable to the public, 
whatever private agreement there may be between him and the 
landlord. But if he can shew that the landlord is to repair, the 
landlord is liable for neglect to repair.” And although the land- 
lord has not undertaken any liability to repair, yet he is similarly 
liable if he lets the premises in a dangerous condition—Zeg. v. 
Pedley (1 A. & E. 822), Todd v. Flight (9 C. B. N. 8. 377)— 
though he ¢eases to be liable if he places the tenant under an 
obligation to repair: Pretty v. Bickmore (L. R. 8 C. P. 401), 
Gunnell v. Hamer (L. BR. 10 C. P. 658). In Nelson v. Liverpool 
Brewery Co. (2 C. P. D., p. 313) these two cases of the landlord’s 
liability were stated as ied “There are only two ways in 
which landlords or owners can be made liable in the case of an 
injury to a stranger by the defective repair of premises let to a 
tenant, the occupier and the occupier alone being primd facie 
liable: First, in the case of a contract by a landlord to do 
repairs, where the tenant can sue him for not repairing; 
secondly, in the case of a misfeasance by the landlord, as, for 
instance, where he lets premises in a ruinous condition. In 
either of these cases we think an action would lie against the 
owner. 








In order to render the landlord liable, it appears to 
be further necessary that he should either know or hayg 
means of knowing of the defect, and upon this ground 
the landlord was held to be exempt in Broggi v. Robing 
(15 Times L. R. 224) and Zredway v. Mechin (53 W. R, 
137). “The tenant,” said Cortins, M.R., in the latter case, 
‘is the occupier of the house, and the landlord has no access to 
the house for the purpose, unless he stipulates for it, of 
examining its condition to see whether repairs are necessary, 
On the other hand, the tenant is the occupier and the tenant ig 
the person who has the means of knowing, and is the person 
most interested in knowing, what the condition of the premises 
is, and, therefore, it has been held that a naked undertaking on 
the part of the landlord to keep the premises in repair is not 
broken if they are out of repair, unless the tenant has given 
him notice of the fact.” And upon this ground it was held in 
both the above cases that the landlord was not liable to a 
member of the tenant’s family. In Broggi v. Rubin the 
plaintiff, who was an infant child of a weekly tenant, 
was injured in consequence of the defective state of a floor, 
but it was held by the Oourt of Appeal that the land. 
lord had no notice of the defect, and consequently was not 
liable; and the result was the same in Zredway v. Mechin, 
where the plaintiff, who was the wife of the tenant, had been 
injured through the falling of a baleony. ‘‘ There was neither 
knowledge nor means of knowledge in the landlord,” said 


ing,” and, with regret, he agreed that the verdict and judgment 
which had been given at the trial before Granruaw, J., for the 
plaintiff should be reversed. 

It now appears, however, that in each of the two cases just 
mentioned the plaintiff must also have failed upon the ground 
that the injury was caused, not to astranger outside the premises, 
but to a person using the premises. “A landlord,” said Eats, 
O.J., in Robbins v. Jones (15 C. B. N.S., p. 240), ‘‘ who lets a house 
in a dangerous state, is not liable to the tenant’s customers or 
guests for accidents happening during the term; for, fraud 
apart, there is no law against letting a tumble-down house.” 
And upon this ground it was held that the landlord was not 
liable in Zane v. Cox (45 W. R. 261; 1897, 1 Q. B. 413). 
There the defendant was the owner of a house which he let toa 
weekly tenant. There was no agreement to repair by either 
landlord or tenant. The plaintiff was a workman who came 
upon the premises at the request of the tenant for the purpos9 
of moving some furniture. While so employed he was injured 
in consequence of the defective state of the staircase. ‘There 
was evidence that, at the time the house was let, the staircase 
was in an unsafe condition. It was held that the landlord was 
under no duty towards the plaintiff, and that, assuming 
negligence on the part of the landlord, the plaintiff was 
not in a position to sue for it. The persons who could 
sue were limited to those who were using the adjoining high- 
way, and the owners or occupiers of adjoining property. “If,” 
said Lord Esnzr, M.R., “a person has a house near a highway, 
a duty is imposed upon him towards persons using the highway; 
and similarly there is a duty to an adjoining owner or occupier; 
and if by the negligent management of his house he causes 
injury, in either of these cases he is liable. 

In Lane y. Cox (supra) the landlord was under no contractual 
liability to repair, and the judgment of Lorss, L.J., in that case 
suggests that if he had been under such liability the plaintiff 
might have had a remedy. ‘A landlord,” he said, ‘‘ who lets 
house in a dangerous or unsafe state incurs no liability 
to his tenant, or to the customers or guests of the 
tenant, for any accident which may happen to them during the 
term, unless he has contracted to keep the house in repair.” 
In Broggi v. Robins (supra) the point was raised in the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal whether the position of an inmate other 
than the tenant would be improved by the fact of there being 4 
contract by the landlord with the tenant to repair, but it was 
not necessary to decide it. In fact, however, as the present case 
of Cavalier vy. Pope shews, the contractual relation exists only 
between the landlord and the tenant, and a member of the 
tenant’s family or other person using the premises cannot take 





advantage of it. As — them the landlord’s liability is in tort 


| only, and he is only liable for negligence ta repair if he is 
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Martuew, L.J., ‘‘of the defect which led to the accident oceur- 
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under a duty to them to use care. But such a duty was denied 
in Lane v. Cox and has been denied again in Cavalier v. Pope. 

In this case the plaintifis were a weekly tenant of premises 
and bis wife, and the defendant was the landlord. After the 
plaintiffs had gone to reside in the house they repeatedly called 
the attention of the defendant’s agent to the defective state of 
the kitchen floor, and finally threatened to quit the premises. 
The agent thereupon promised that the necessary repairs would 
be executed if the husband would stay on as tenant. The 
husband stayed on, but the repairs were not done, and some 
months later the wife met with an accident owing to the chair 
on which she was standing going through the floor in the 
kitchen. Both husband and wife claimed in the action damages 
for breach of contract resulting in expense to the husband and 
personal injury tothe wife. At the trial a verdict was given for 
£25 for the husband and £75 for the wife, and Pariurmorez, J., 
entered judgment for both amounts, though as to the wife this was 
based upon the defendant’s liability in tort, since he was not liable 
to her in contract. The Court of Appeal agreed that there was 
no liability to the wife in contract, and the majority (Coxtins., 
M.R., and Romer, L.J.) disallowed also the liability in tort. 
Corus, M.R , pointed out that this liability had been so limited 
in Lane v. Cox (supra) as to exclude inmates of the house from 
relying upon it, and Romer, L.J., observed that the landlord 
could not be made liable upon the ground that he had invited 
the wife to come upon the premises. ‘‘The wife could not be 
siid to remain in occupancy of the house on the footing that as 
between her and the landlord the repairs were to be taken as 
effected, or on the footing that she was an unsuspecting person 
invited by the landlord to come upon or remain in dangerous 
premises. If any invitation to her can be implied at all, it must be 
an invitation by the husband which she accepted knowing all the 
facts.” Maruew, L J., agreed that the wife had no remedy on the 
contract or on the landlord’s negligence, but he found a remedy 
for her in the agent’s promise that the defect should be 
repaired. The circumstances shewed, in the learned judge’s 
opinion, that the promise was not intended to be made good, 
and there was consequently a misrepresentation for which the 
defendant was liable in damages. 

This attempt, however, to support the defendant’s liability 
upon the ground of fraud has met with no favour in the House 
of Lords, and the decision of the majority of the Court of 
Appeal has been affirmed. Lord Macnacuren adopted the 
principle quoted above from Robbins v. Jones, pointing out at 
the same time that the wife was in a less favourable position 
than a customer or a guest. “She had the advantage or dis- 
advantage of knowing more about the state of the house than 
any guest or customer could have known.” Aa-attempt appears 
to have been made in argument to shew that the landlord, by 
reason of his agreement to repair, was to be taken to have been 
in constructive possession of the premises, or at any rate to have 
control of them, and therefore to be liable for their condition. 
But such constructive possession or control could hardly be 
maintained in face of the actual occupation by the tenant, 
and both Lord Jamxs and Lord Arktnson pointed out that 
the argument was unsound. ‘The effect of the decision is to 
affirm the law as established by the cases referred to above, 
though it is unfortunate that the House of Lords did not 
find it possible to take a more extended view of the land- 
lord’s lability. Practically the tenant and his family are 
left in a position of great danger and inconvenience 
when the landlord omits to remedy defects for which he is 
liable and to which his attention has been called. The remedy 
may be for the tenant and his family to leave the premises, but 
—to quote from the judgment of Mararw, L.J.—* as the land- 
lords of such property well know, it is not very easy for humble 
people to change their residence.” In fact the limitation of the 
iandlord’s liability as defined in Robdins v. Jones and Lane v. Cox 
(supra) seems to be purely arbitrary. The landlord is under a 
duty to persons outside the premises who are injured by the 
hon-repair, why should he not be equally under a duty to persons 
inside, who require the same, and, indeed, greater protection ? To 
this question the decision of the House of Lords affords no satis- 
factory answer. 


Mr. Justice Channell is reported to be rapidly progressing towards 
Complete recovery from his receut attack of pneumonia, 
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Review. 


Registration of Title. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO OWNERSHIP AND IN- 
CUMBRANCE OF REGISTERED LAND AND INTERESTS THEREIN ; 
TOGETHER WITH THE LAND TRANSFER AcTs, 1875 AND 1897, 
AND LAND TRANSFER RULES, 1903. ARRANGED IN A CONSOLI- 
DATED Form. By JAamMEs Epwarp Hoae, Barrister-at-Law. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The preamble to the Land Transfer Act, 1875, recites that “it is 
expedient to make further provision for the simplification of the title 
to land, and for facilitating the transfer of land.”” Mr. Hogg, who 
is already known as an authority on registra‘ion of title by his 
book on The Australian Torrens System, observes at the commence- 
ment of the pres nt work that ‘‘ according to the interpretat‘on 
placed upon the Acts and rules by a large body of professional opinion, 
some leading writers, and even the Court of Appeal, the title to land 
and its transfer will not be simplified and facilitated by the Jand being 
registered, but, on the contrary, conveyancing transactions will be 
more troublesome and costly than in the case of unregistered land.” 
Readers of Mr. Hogg’s very able exam‘nation of the system of regis- 
tration established uuder the Land Transfer Acts will probably find 
that this divergence between the intention of the Legislature and 
the practical result is not overstated. It is not, of course, his purpose 
to enlarge on the difficulties of registration, but in carrying out the 
scheme of his work it is inevitable that the complexities of the 
system should occupy a prominent place. That scheme, as stated in 
the preface, is ‘‘to state the objects, scope, general methods, and 
difficulties of the naw system in a somewhat fuller and more con- 
venient manner than has yet been done,” and also ‘‘ to supplement other 
works by endeavouring to explain the origin of and reasons for the 
principal features of the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, and by 
offering solutions of some of the greatest difficulties in the new 
system.” 

The carrying out of this design has led Mr. Hogg to subject the 
details of registration of title and of the rights and interests which 
arise under it to an exhaustive and subtle analysis, and the distinc- 
tions which he draws between rights arising under the register and the 
estates, legal and equitable, which may still exist off the register 
throw into strong prominence the complications for which the new 
system is responsible. The way for this analysis has been prepared by 
the judgment of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., in Capital and Counties Bank 
v. Rhodes (51 W. R. 470; 1903, 1 Ch. 655), but it is followed out 
with what we may call pitiless exactitude by Mr. Hogg in his 
chapter on ‘Estates, Luterests, and Rights in Registered Land.” 
This is written with full appreciation of recent cases in which 
existing estates, legal and equitable, have been subjected to judicial 
discussion, In particular we may notice Mr. Hogg’s allusions to Re 
Nisbet and Potts’ Contract (53 W. R. 297; 1905, 1 Ch. 391), as shewing 
the increased efficacy now accorded to equitable interests in land. But 
when he comes to inquire into the nature of the registered estate, ani 
to assiga it its proper position in relation to existing estates, he has a 
task of no slight difficulty. It has, he points out, analogies to both 
the legal and the equitable estate, and he compares it successively to 
an overriding power of appointment, to the interest conferred by a 
title by long possession, and to the interest of a person entitled to 
specific performance under the Judicature Acts. These, however, 
are only analogies. The registered estate is a new s‘atutory 
creation, and Mr. Hogg observes that it differs from ordinary 
estates in land (1) in that it is one and indivisible; the regis- 
tered estate cannot be broken up, or decomposed, into the 
legal and equitable estate; and (2) in that it carries a warranty; 
the title to the registered estate is, in varying degrees, warranted by 
the mere fact of registration. Mr. Hogg examines with equal 
thoroughness the nature of a registered charge on land. We are ouly 
at the beginning of the numerous questions which must inevitably 
arise in adjusting registration of title—if it is to be permauent —to 
existing rights, and Mr. Hogg’s book shews that these questions will 
be full of difficulty, At the same time the research and consideration 
which he has given to the subject will make the work an invaluable 
aid to the practitioner who has to find practical solutions for the 
problems which registration of title provides. 


Books of the Week. 

Building Cases: being a Digest of Reported Decisions affecting 
Architects, Surveyors, Builders, and Building Owners, By FB. Sx. 
Joun Morrow, LL.D. (Dub.), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co, 


Trial of Euzene Marie Chantrelle. Edited by A. DuNcAN SMrtE, 
F.S. A. (Scot.), Advocate. Sweet & Maxwell (Limite }). 
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A Guide to Criminal Law and Procedure: Intended for the Use of 
Students for the Bar Final and for the Solicitors’ Final Examinations. 
By CuaritEs TuwalrTss, Solicitor. Seventh Edition. Geo. Barber, 
Furnival Press. 

A Handy Dictionary of Registration Terms, with Amplified Mean- 
ings and Case References, Interleaved with Blank Sheets for Notes. 
By . Dominick Day, Esq., Revising Barrister. Billing & Sons 
(Limited). 





Correspondence. 


The Public Trustee Bill. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— You say in your issue of Saturday last that it may be taken 
that this Bill will speedily become law; Why should it, ifitis properly 
ya ? Last year’s Bill was vigorously attacked in Committee, 

was lost in consequence, and I venture to say that, if the same 
course is adopted in reference to the present measure, it will meet 
with the same fate. 

Having regard to the fact that we were told by the President of the 
Law Society, at the society’s meeting on the 27th of April last, that the 
Council were bound to strenuously oppose the Bill, it is surely not too 
much to ask that this promise may be made good and the Bill fought 
po Ag: step in Committee, if for no other reason, to atone for the 
feeble show of opposition in the debate on the Secend Reading. The 
Government whip was then obviously most apprehensive that the 
Bill would be talked out (as it easily could have been). 

If the measure becomes law, not only will the most irritating and 
expensive officialism be created, but the provisions of the Bill will no 
doubt aftera time be made compulsory, and serious injury inflicted 


upon our profession. 

A nbinenind opposition in the case of the Land Transfer Bill 
brought nothing but disaster. Are we to have the same result in 
this case? The Bill can be easily defeated if properly opposed, 
having regard to the state of business and the position of other 
Government measures. GRAY’S-INN. 





Charge for Preparing and Completing Transfers of 
Shares or Debentures on Division in Specie. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I believe most solicitors when selling shares or securities 
halve the brokers’ commission, but make no other charge against their 
clients. But I should like the opinion of your readers as to the proper 
charge for a solicitor to make— 

(1) For preparing and completing transfers, on a division amongst 
the tte in cases where they prefer to take the shares, he. in 

ie instead of having them sold and taking the money. 

(2) It often happens that there are shares or debentures in local 
companies not quoted onthe Exchange. Local brokers in the ecuntry 
do not divide commission. How should the solicitor charge for 
employing the broker preparing transfer? Or, 

3) If the solicitor himself hunts about for purchasers and gets 
them, how should he charge? To charge for letters and attendances 
would often be far too high. 

In both cases (1), (2), and (3) I charge what I think a broker would 
have charged for selling. But in No. 1 there is much less work than in 
No. 3. I should much like to know what is the usual practice. 

H. 





Return of Fees by Persons Appointed to Judicial 
Offices. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Is it a fact that when counsel is promoted to the bench, he 
is, by the etiquette of the bar, permitted to retain fees paid to him in 
connection with briefs delivered before his preferment has been made, 
and although he is obliged to return such briefs ? 

Sarely such 4 custom is not countenanced by the honourable 

ion of the bar? 

I have been informed on very good authority that it is, but I am 
extremely loath to belivve it. The very proposition is a shock to 
coramon honesty. 

It is only fair to add that the question has not arisen in connection 
with any recent promotion. H. H. SrockpaLy Ross. 

Worthing, June 14. 








It is stated that Mr. Arthur Price, solicitor, of the Manor House, 
orth, died from injuries received in falling froma Great Central 
train near Northwood. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debenture versus Execution—Garnishee Order.—Debenture- 
holders have for some time past been having it all their own way in 
the courts, which are now quite knowing in the laws relating to 
debentures. In a recent case G. a emeall judgment against T., to 
whom six months afterwards a limited company became indebted, 
G. obtained a garnishee order nisi against the company attaching the 
debt. This and the order absolute were both served on the company, 
which the very next day borrowed money from W. (who knew of the 
garnishee order absolute and that execution on it was about to follow) 
and gave him a debenture for the amount charged on all the com- 
pany’s assets. The garnishor shortly afterwards issued a ji. fa, 
against the company’s goods, which were accordingly seized by the 
sheriff. W. thereupon appointed a receiver under his debentare 
powers and claimed the pools seized, and it was held that his title 
was better than that of the garnishor. If the company had paid the 

arnishor’s debt before the receiver was appointed, probably the 
ST hethone-halibe could not have interfered -—-GEtssx v. TAYIOR 
(Div. Court, June 27, 1905) (1905, 2 K. B. 658). 


Debentures—‘‘ Ordinary Course of Business.” —A floating charge, 
as is well known, does not prevent a company from dealing with its 
assets in the ordiaary course of business. Section 14 of the Companies 
Act, 1900, requires registration of ‘‘a mortgage or charge created or 
evidenced by an instrument which, if executed by an individual, 
would require registration as a bill of sale.” It seems that a letter of 
lien on goods, given by traders to a bank in respect of cheques drawn 


against goods purchased, is a document used in the ordinary course © 


of business, and is not affected by the Bills of Sale Acts. Although 
the traders in this particular case were not a limited company, the 
point decided may be borne in mind by company lawyers.—Re 
Hamitton, Youne, & Co. (C.A., Aug. 11, 1905) (1905, 2 K. B, 
772). 

Shareholder—Proxy.—Articles of association provided that votes 
might be given by proxy, that ‘‘ every instrument appointing a proxy 
may be in the following form or as nearly therein as may be’? (the 
form given was one appointing ‘‘—— of ——”’ as my proxy, &c.); 
that ‘‘no person shall be appointed or have authority to act asa 
proxy who is not a shareholder in the company.’ A shareholder 
executed a long document not at all in the above form, but appoint- 
ing A., B., C., D., and E, ‘‘ and all persons who at any time during 
the continuance of this power of attorney may be partners”’ ina 
certain firm, ‘‘and in the absence from Bombay of all the said persons 
then the persons or person for the time being and managing the said 
business jointly and each of them severally,” as attorneys, and also “ to 
be my proxy to vote for me,” &. M. was not actually named in the 
document, nor was he, when the proxy was signed eithera memberof 
the firm or a shareholder in the company. At the time when a meeting 
was held at which he voted as proxy he had become a managing partner 
of the firm and a shareholder of the company. The Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, with its usual breadth of view in 
matters of company law, held (1) that M. was sufficiently ‘‘ named” 
in the document “for all business purposes,” which was all the articles 
required, and (2) that it was sufficient that W. was qualified when he 
he ac as proxy.—BoMBAY-BURMAH TRADING CORPORATION ». 
DoraBj1 CurseTJI Surorr (Privy Council, Dec, 19, 1904) (1908, 
A. C. 213). 








Sir William Wightman, says the late Mr. Witt, K.C., in ‘' Life in the 
Law,’’ held office in the old Court of Queen’s Bench far beyond the 
prescribed time, and at last, on the eve of the Long Vacation, he took a 
sort of farewell of his brother judges. However, when ‘‘ the morrow of 
All Souls’ came round he turned up smiling at Westminster Hall. 
‘‘ Why, brother Wightman,”’ said Sir Alexander Cockburn, ‘‘ you told us 
that you intended to send in your resignation to the Lord Chancellor 
before the end of August.” ‘‘SoI did,” said Sir William, ‘‘ but when I 
went home and told my wife, she said, ‘ Why, William, what on earth do 
you think that we can do with you messing about the house all day?’ 80 
you see I was obliged to come down to court again.” 


Wednesday, the 20th of June, being the grand day of Trinity Term at 
Gray’s-inn, the treasurer (Mr. William Tyndall Barnard, K.C.) and 
the masters of the bench entertained at dinner the fellowing guests: The 
Right Hon. the Lord High Chancellor, the Right Hon. Lord Barnard, the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Darling, the Hon. Mr. Justice Bucknill, the Hon. Mr. 
Justice Bargrave Deane, Sir William Broadbent, Bart., K.C.V.O., Sit 
Alexander Kennedy, F.R.8., Mr. OC. M. Warmington, K.C., Mr. English 
Harrison, K.C., and Mr, ©. F. Gill, K.C. The benchers present, in 
addition to the treasurer, were: Lord Ashbourne, Mr. Henry Griffith, Sit 
Arthur Collins, K.C., Mr. Arthur Beetham, Mr. John Rose, Mr. Mulligan, 
K.C., Mr. Mattinson, K.C,, Mr. Lewis Coward, K.C., Mr. ©. A. hae 
K.C., Mr. Montague Lush, K.U., Mr. Manisty, K.C., Mr. Ed 





Clayton, Mr. A. KE. Gill, with the preacher, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, M.A. 
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Cases of the Week. 


House of Lords. 
CAVALIER v. POPE, 22nd June. 


Lanptorp AND Tenant—Nortice to Lanpiorp or Dergcttve State or 
Rerarn—AGREEMENT TO Reparr sy LanpLtoxp—INsvry TO TENANT’s 
Wire—RemeEpy or TENANT AnpD or WIFE. 


A from an order of the Court of A (Collins, M.R , and Romer 
and Mathew, L.JJ.) (54 W. R. 68; 1905, 2 K. B. 757), setting aside so much 
ofa judgment of Phillimore, J., as had given damages to the appellant’s 
wife. The respondent let an unfurnished house to the ap t at a 
monthly rent, the terms not being in writing, and there was no finding 
that anything was then said about repairs. Some time after, but before 
the accident to the appellant's wife, the respondent’s agent, as the j 
found, agreed with the appellant’s wife, acting as agent for her husband, 
torepair the kitchen floor, which was in a defective condition. Some months 
after the wife was injured owing to the bad state of repair, and this action 
was brought for damages by both husband and wife. The jury assessed 
damages at £25 for the husband and £75 for the wife, and judgment was 
entered accordingly. The present respondent appealed in respect of the 
sum awarded to the wife, and the Court of Appeal held that the wife had 
no cause Of action, either on the contract, to which she was no party, or 
in tort, as the landlord owed no duty to her so as to make him liable. 

Tue Hovse (Lords Loresurn, C., MacNacuten, James, RoBertson, and 
Arxryson) upheld this view. 

Lord Loresvrn, C., said: I can find no right of action in the wife of 
the tenant against the landlord, either for letting these premises in a 
dangerous state or for failing to repair according to his promise. ‘The 
other learned and noble lords concurring, the appeal was accordingly 
dismissed.—Covnset, E. F. Lever and A. M. Wilshire; Lush, K.C., and 
0, W. Lilley. Soxictrors, John Davis ; R. Chapman. 


[Reported by C. H. Grarrox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
SMITH . LICENSING JUSTICES OF PORTSMOUTH. No. 1. 2lst June. 


Licensine Law—Renewat or Licence—Oonpirions—‘‘ ALTERATION ’’ IN 
tHe Licensep Premises—Orper to Keep an Enrxance Door Lockep— 
Licensinc Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 28), s. 11. 

Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
CJ.,and Ridley and Darling, JJ.) on a case stated by the Recorder of 
Portsmouth. The appellant Smith was the holder of a full licence at the 
Naval Hotel, Portsmouth, and in accordance with a notice served on him, 
in applying for a renewal, he deposited with the clerk to the justices a 


purporting to act under section 11 (4) of the Licensing Act, 1902, ordered 
that with a view to confining the sale or consumption of intoxicating 
liquors to the Wickham-street entrance the entrance door in Havant-street 
should be nailed up, and the entrance door to the public bar in the same 
street should be kept locked and not used except for domestic purposes or 
for delivering intoxicating liquor or other goods when necessary, or for 
the private use of the licensee or his household or bond fide lodgers. 
The p'an shewed that the premises had bars and bottle and jug depart- 
ments in two distinct parallel streets—Wickham-street fifid Havant-street. 
Internally the premises were 136 feet long and did not exceed 14ft. 3in. 
in width at the part occupied by the door. ‘The recorder quashed the 
order on the ground that section 11 (4) only gave the justices power to 
order structural alterations, and that while the part of the order as to 
nailing up one door might be within the section, the rest of the order was 
not, and that the latter part of the order was wlird vires. He, however, 
‘quashed the whole order, as in his opinion the first part by itself was 
unnecessary and useless. Apart from this, he thought that the order was 
reasonable. No question was raised on the appeal as to the order to nail 
up the door, The Divisional Court were of opinion that the licensing 
Justices had jurisdiction to make the order to keep the entrance door to 
the public bar locked, and they allowed the appeal. The appellants 
appealed to the Court of Appeal. On behalf of the appellants it was 
cuntended that the only power of the justices was to order structural 
alterations, and that this was not a structural alteration. On behalf of the 
respondents it was contended (1) that the order to lock the door was a 
structural alteration within the meaning of section 11, sub-section 4, of 
the Licensing Act, 1902 ; and (2) that the power of the licensing justices 
to make an order was not confined to structural alterations. 

Tur Court (Cottins, M.R., Cozens-Harpy, L.J., and Sir Gorgtt Bangs, 
P,) allowed the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R., said that the question was not whether the licensi 
justices ought to have the power contended for, but whether they h 
that power. That depended upon the construction of section 11 of the 

ng Act, 1902, and eee of sub-section 4 of that section. Sub- 
section 2 spoke of “‘any alteration in any licensed premises.” Those 
Words seemed to refer to some physical alteration in the premises. Sub- 
section 2 also spoke of ‘‘ plans of the proposed alterations.” That shewed 
the alteration must be one which was capable of being shewn u a 
plan. How was it b'e to shew on a plan the hours during which or 
the purpoees for which a door was to remain closed? Then by sub-section 
4 the licensing justices on renewing a licence ‘‘ may by order direct that, 
Within a time fixed by the order such alterations as they think reasonably 








necessary to secure the proper conduct of the business shall be made in 
that part of ey! pry where intoxicating liquor is sold or consumed.’’ 
In his opinion all that referred to structural alterations, and when the 
expression ‘‘ structural alteration ’’ occurréd subsequently it did not deal 
with a new kind of alteration, but merely referred to the alterations pre- 
viously spoken of, In Bushell v. Hammond (52 W. R, 453; 1904, 2 K. B. 
563) it was assumed that the alteration was a structural one, and no ques- 
tion eae upon that point. In his opinion the decision of the recorder 
was right. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., and Sir Gorett Barnzs, P., concurred.—Covunset, 
Pickford, K.C., 8. H. Emanuel, and H. Brodrick ; Horace Avory, K.C., and 
C. Tyrrell Giles. Soxtcrrors, Speechiy, Mumford, § Co., for Lamport, Bassitt, 
§ Hiscock, Southampton ; Hickson § Moir, for F. G. Allen, Portsmouth. 

| Reported by W. F. Banry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BOURNE. BOURNE v. BOURNE. No.2. 19th June. 


PARTNERSHIP—LIEN oF Panrtner’s Execctrorns ON THE ASSETS OF THE 
PartTNERSHIP—Deposit or Deeps sy Survivinc Partner—Pxioxit1es— 
Partnersnip Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), s. 39. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 54 W. R. 
154; 1906, 1 Ch. 113). On the Ist of July, 1873, articles of partnership 
were entered into between W. T. Bourneand Geo. Grove. Geo. Grove died 
on the 9th of May, 1901. A deposit of deeds was made on the 7th of 
February, 1902, in favour of Mesers. Berwick & Co., bankers, accompanied 
by a memorandum of deposit signed by the testator W. T. Bourne in the 
name of ‘‘ Bourne & Grove.” The memorandum related to certain 
hereditaments which formed part of the assets of the partnership of 
‘Bourne & Grove.’”” W. T. Bourne died on the 3rd of September, 1902. 
His estate was insolvent. The overdraft at the bank was then about 
£4,500. An action was commenced against Bourne’s executors to 
administer his estate. By an order dated December, 1903, it was ordered 
that the executors of Geo. Grove be at liberty to prove for £3,000 against the 
estate of W. T. Bourne and have a lien for the amount of such debt and 
costs on the assets of the partnership. After the death of W. T. Bourne 
the business was carried on as a going concern by a receiver appointed in 
the action, and was sold under an order of the 6th of April, 1903, for a lump 
sum, and the proceeds of sale were paid into court and invested in Consols. 


| The property, subject to the memorandum of deposit, was represented by a 


a sum of about £5,300, being part of such — of sale, and was there- 
fore insufficient to pay both the bankers and Geo. Grove’s executors in full. 
On the action coming on for further consideration, Farwell, J., decided 
that the bank were entitled to priority in respect of the £5,300. Geo. Grove’s 
executors appealed. 
ana + ag (Vavenan Wriu1ams, Romer, and Movtron, L.JJ.) dismissed 
e appeal. 
Vascunn Wituums, L.J.—It is admitted by counsel for the appellants 
that when there is a partnership between two parties, and one of them 
dies, the surviving partner has not only the right but the duty to realize 


| the partnership assets. But it is said that, though this is true as regards 
plan of his premises, and the justices at the annual licensing meeting, | eaten, beer oes ’ ug: 


such personal assets as are personal pro , it is not true in respect of 
realty. Now in the first place no authority has been produced in suppor 
of this proposition, and in the second place,.so far as principle is con- 
cerned, it is obvious that the principle is wide enough to cover both realty 
and personalty. The truth is that between the surviving partner and the 
representatives of the deceased partner there is an overriding duty to 
wind up the partnership and to do all such acts as are necessary for the 
winding up, and if it is necessary for the purposes of the winding up he 
may borrow money and raise such money on the security of the assets of 
the partnership, whether such assets are real or personal estate. It has 
further been decided that an equitable mortgage by a surviving partner 
to answer a partnership debt is valid: Re Clough (34 W. R. 96, 31 Ch. D. 
324). In these circumstances I think this part of the argument fails. Tnen 
it was said that by the applicaticn of the principles which are the founda- 
tion of the rule in Clayton’s case (1 Mer. 572), this debt mast be taken to 
have been paid, and therefore the bank cannot rely on this mortgage, 
because they must be taken to have known that, the debt having been paid, 
the surviving partner had no right to — the partnership.assets. The 
answer to this is, that so far as the bank were coneerned this was an 
ordinary winding up of a partnership, and both the payments in and pay- 
ments out must be taken to have been made on behalf of the winding up. 
The appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer and Movtron, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counser, Eve, K.C., and Waieeler; Buteher, K.C., and Martelli ; Stamp. 
Soxtorrors, Badham ¢ Comins, for Brookers § Badsam, Pershore; Mapks, 
Teesdal-, § Co., for Lord § Parker, Worcester; P. W. Chandler. 


[Reported by J. I. Sriaurwe, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SAUL MOSS & SONS (LIM.), Buckley, J. 26th June, 


Comrany—Winpine-urp—Pstition —ADVERTISEMENT— Foot-Nork—Mstak& 
rm Dats ror Sgavics or Norrcs or Inrention to Aprsan—Wirxore- 
vy Ruxes, 1903, ax, 27 (3), 33, 200, 

On the 8th of June, 1906, the above company presented pe oe for 


a 
an order winding up itself. The 26th of June was appointed as the day 
of hearing. The advertisement of the petition appeared in the London 
Gazette of the 15th of June, and in another London paper of the 16th of 
June, The notes at the foot of these advertisements (placed there in com- 
pliance with rule 27 (3) of the Winding-up Rules, 1903) stated that 
notices of intention to appear on the hearing of the petition must be 
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served not later than 6 p.m. on the 18th of June. This date should have 
been the 25th of June, and was inserted in error. Some persons sub- 
requently to the 18th of June had given notice of their intention to 
appear. It was submitted that no substantial injustice had been caused 
by the defect or irregularity, and that consequently under rule 200 of the 
Winding-up Rules, 1903, the proceedings ought not to be invalidated, 
and Re Broad’s Patent Night Light Co. (1892, W. N., p. 5), decided upon 
the corresponding rules of 1890 and 1891, was cited as a case where a 
similar defect had been passed over, 

Bucktey, J., upon the authority of the case cited, held that the mistake 
should not invalidate the proceedings, and eventually made a winding-up 
order.—CounsgL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Frank Evans; Ward Coldridge. 
Soxicrrors, Francis Miller § Steele; Golding § Hargrove. 

[Reported by Nevitte Tessvtt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


HIRSCHEL & MEYER v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. Kennedy, J. 
25th June, 


CarRieRrs—WAREHOUSEMEN—" Ownens’ Sore Risk ’?—Carriers Act, 1830 
—Rauway anp Canat Trarric Act, 1854—Insvrricient DectaraTion— 
Loss or Goons. 

Action brought in respect of the loss of a bale of white foxskins delivered 
to the defendants for carriage. The plaintiffs instructed an agent in Russia 
to purchase a quantity of foxskins. The skins were forwarded by J. & V., 
forwarding agents, to the defendants’ agent at the Hook of Holland, and 
received by the latter on the 19th of October, The skins were shipped on 
board the defendants’ steamer to Harwich, and thence by rail to London. 
In 1881 the following contract was made between the defendants and 
J.& V.: ‘* We hereby request you to charge the reduced rate at owners’ 
risk (where such reduced rates exist) for the carriage of our goods consigned 
by us or on our account, and in consideration of your doing so we agree 
that the said goods are to be forwarded solely at the risk of the owner, 
with the exception that the company shall be responsible for any wilful act 
or wilful default of the company or their servants, if proved, for fraud or 
theft by their servants, or for collision of trains conveying the goods 
within the company’s limits.—J. & V. to F. G., Continental Traffic 
Manager of the Great Eastern Railway Co.” J.& V.,in forwarding goods 
which included four bales of foxskins, sent a list of the articles and value, 
but treating the four bales as one parcel, to the defendants’ agent at the 
Hook of Holland for the purpose of enabling the ship’s manifest to be made 
out : Customs Act, 1876, s, 64, The goods were sent at the reduced rate. 
‘The defendants, on receipt of advices from their agents, forwarded on the 
evening of the 20th of October, to the plaintiffs’ receiving agents, an 
advice note issued in anticipation of the arrival of the goods. The advice 
note, which would reach the receivers late on the 20th of October or early 
on the morning of the 21st of October, was as follows: ‘‘ 20/10/05. .. . 
The undermentioned goods . . . being expected to arrive . .. 
to-morrow, I will thank you for instructions as to their removal hence as 
soon as possible, as from the date of their arrival they will remain here to 
your order and will be held by the company—not as common carriers, but 
as warehousemen—at owner’s sole risk and subject to the conditions . 
shewn above. No delivery effected after 5.30 p.m., and on 
Saturdays after 2 p.m. 4 bales, A.N. 50/3, 5 cwt. 3q. 7lbs.’’ 
The conditions stated, inter alia, ‘‘(1) The company will not be 
liable for loss or injury done to any goods . . . described 
in the Carriers Act, 1830, unless the particular articles and 
the value thereof be declared, and an increased charge over and 
above the charge for carriage be paid as compensation for the risk 
incurred. (4) The transit shall in no case extend beyond . . . 
(4) the expiration of twenty-four hours after notice of arrival of the goods 
posted by the company is due for delivery to the consignee in the ordinary 
course of post or notice of arrival is given to him personally or delivered 
at his address. (5) After the termination of the transit as defined by 
condition (4) the company will henceforth and subject to these conditions 
hold the goods as warehousemen subject to the usual charges.”? The 
four bales of foxskins arrived on the 21st of October, at 12.35 a.m., 
at Bishopegate-street Station, London, and were unloaded on to 
the bank. At 2 p.m. on the 2lst of October the bank was cleared 
of all goods not culled for. About 1,200 carts, 600 of which belonged 
to the defendants, came to the bank on Saturday, the 21st of October. 
The contents of the carts were checked by the police on leaving the 
station. On Monday, the 23rd of October, at noon, the plaintiffs’ 
receivers went to take delivery of the four bales. Three bales were 
delivered, the fourth, numbered A. N. 51, could not be found. It was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the defendants were liable for 
the loss of the one bale. If there was misdelivery there was carelessness. 
If the bale was stolen, then the defendants had been negligent. There 
was wilful default on behalf of the company in not providing an adequate 
staff to cope with the business. The onus of proving how the goods were 
lost was on the defendants, ‘Ihe transit was over on Saturday morning. 
The defendants were warchousemen, that was clear from the advice note. 
und that necessitated care in the exercise of which defendants had been 
negligent. The list made out for the ship’s manifest was a sufficient 
declaration under the Carriers Act, the nature and valuation of the goods 
being stated. The 1581 contract did not apply because (1) the plaintiffs’ 
orders to their agents did not extend to the adoption of J. & V.’s 


private contract with defendants, and (2) the 1881 contract was not 
au ordinary contract, nor (3) based on ‘‘just and reasonable’”’ terms 
under section 2 of the Carriers Act. The advice note was not a contract : 
1: it was the defendants were warehousemen and had not exercised due care. 





The terms of the special contract were inconsistent with section 1 of the 
Carriers Act. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that they werg 
carriers. That the only contract they had entered into was that of 1881, 
There had been no sufficient declaration as to the separate value of the 
under the Carriers Act : Robinson v. South- Western Railway Co. (34L.J.0, P, 
234). The notice under the Carriers Act had been posted up at the office 
in Holland, and no declaration had been made. If a reasonable time hag 
not elapsed in which the consignee had come to take the goods, the 
liability of the carrier continued, and section 1 of the Carriers Act applied, 
The onus of proving how the goods were lost was not on the defendants 
The special contract was not inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Carriers Act (Baxendale v. Great Eastern Railway, L. R. 4 Q. B. 244), 
and section 1 of that Act was a protection. If the special contract stood 
alone, without section 1 of the Carriers Act, there was (1) a contract 
signed by the person delivering the goods, and (2) there being two 
alternative rates, the contract was just and reasonable : Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854, 8.7. Under the 1881 contract the plaintiffs had 
to prove loss of the goods by theft, fraud, &c. If the defendants were 
bailees there was no evidence of negligence on their part. The advice 
note, if applicable, must be read in its entirety, and then protection was 
given in respect of goods not declared. 

Kennepy, J., held that the defendants were carriers. The contract of 
carriage (the document of the 9th of May, 1881) meant that (1)-if a reduced 
rate existed the goods were to be forwarded by that reduced rate ; and (2) 
if such a rate was used, at owner’s risk. The defendants were not to be 
liable unless for the special things mentioned in the contract. There was 
a reduced rate, and apart from any provisions of the Carriers Act, 1830, 
and the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1854, this contract governed the 
goods whilst in transit. At the time of the loss the goods were still in 
transit. The bale was taken from the bank between the 21st of October, 
at the time at which the goods arrived, and the 21st of October at 2 p.m, 
The bale was lost while the contract of carriage continued. Clauses 4 and 
5 of the advice note meant that the contract of carriage continued until 


the consignee had obtained his goods, or until the notice that had been” 


forwarded by the post in due course or the consignee had had the 
notice delivered to him. With regard to the latter part of the advice 
note, there were cases which shewed that although the words “‘solely 
at owner’s risk’? were used, the defendants would be liable if the 
goods were lost by negligence during the warehousing: Mitchell vy, 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (L. R. 10 Q. B. 256). If the goods 
were lost after the warehousing commenced through the defendants’ negli- 
gence the defendants were liable. But according to the earlier terms of 
the advice note, coupled with the circumstances, the relationship of 
carrier had not ceased before demand for the goods had been made. The 
defendants could not diminish their liability as carriers by a notice that 
that relationship had changed where the consignee had not been in default: 
Chapman v. Great Western Railway Co. (5 Q. B. 278), per Cockburn, C.J.; 
Mitchell v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (supra), per Blackburn, J, 
The contract of 1881 was alone a sufficient defence ; it came within the 
purview of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act. The contract was just and 
reasonable. Where there was a real option, justness and reasonableness 
should be inferred. ‘There had been no sufficient declaration of value and 
contents, having regard to the document sent by J. & VY. for Customs 
purposes: Robinson v. London and South-Western Railway (34 L. J. C.P. 
234), The declaration must be in respect of particular parcels. It was 
never within section 1 of the Carriers Act, 1830, to give a lump value. 
There was no evidence that the goods had been lost by any wilful act or 
default of the defendants, or fraud or theft by the defendants’ servants. 
Even if the period of warehousing had commenced, the skins were not lost 
through any negligence of the defendants. Judgment for defendants.— 
CounseL, Hamilton, K.C., and Newbolt ; Serutton, K.C., and Nicol, 
Soxicrrors, Stokes § Stokes ; E. Moore. 
[Reported by W. T. Tunton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


McNICOL AND ANOTHER v. PINCH, Div. Court. 22nd June. 
IntaNnp Revenve—Saccwarin—Excise LicencE—MANvracTURE—FINANCE 
Act, 1901 (1 Ep. 7, c. 7), 8. 9—Revenve Act, 1903 (3 Ep, 7, c, 46), s.'2. 

Case stated by one of his Majesty’s stipendiary magistrates in and for 
the city of Manchester. An information was preferred on the 22nd of 
July, 1905, by one Luke Pinch, an officer of the Inland Revenue (hereinafter 
called the respondent) against Joseph McNicol and another (hereinafter 
called the appellants), for that they the appellants between the 20th of 
May and the 4th of June, 1905, in the city of Manchester did manufacture 
saccharin withouti having in force an excise licence for the purpose, co- 
trary to the form of the statutes (Finance Act, 1901, and Revenue Act, 
1903) and to the regulations made by the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue under such statutes. Upon the hearing of the said information 
the following facts were admitted or proved: (a) That saccharin is 4 
sweet substance produced from toluene sulphonamide; (6) that the 


appellants had not manufactured saccharin from toluene sulphonamide ; 


(c) that in the production of saccharin certain compounds are pro 
duced called ‘‘ para”? compounds. If these are got eliminated in the 
early stage of the production para saccharin, which has no sweetness, is 
produced as well as ortho saccharin or true saccharrin, Where no elimina 
tion of para compounds takes place in the early stages) of production the 
product is a mixture of approximately sixty per cent. ortho saccharin wi 

forty per cent. of para saccharin. This mixture is known commercially 
as ‘* 330 saccharin’ and is estimated to be 330 times as sweet as sugar. 
If the para compounds are practically eliminated in the early stages of 
production the product is a mixture of ninety-five per cent. (or more) of 
ortho saccharin with a very small percentage of para saccharin. Such 4 
m xture is known commercially as “550 saccharin ’’ and is estimated to be 
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550 times as sweet as sugar. If 330 saccharin is produced the para 
saccharin can afterwards be eliminated by a subsequent chemical process 
and 550 saccharin obtained. (¢) The appellants subjected certain 330 


in to a chemical process. The amount of 330 saccharin treated was 
five pounds purchased in Manchester and two hundredweight imported, 


upon all of which duty had been paid. This amount of 330 saccharin was 
not treated in one bulk, but in separate quantities. The result of this 
treatment was that in some cases 550 saccharin was produced and in some 
cases a mixture sweeter than 330 saccharin, but not so sweet as 550 
saccharin was produced. In a few cases the result was a mixture less 
sweet than 330 saccharin. Some of the saccharin which had undergone 
this treatment was sold by the appellants in the course of their business as 
dealersin saccharin. (¢) That the appellants at the time they so treated the 
330 saccharin had not in force an excise licence for the manufacture of 
saccharin as required by the regulations of the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue. The magistrate convicted and fined theappellants. Section 9 of 
the Finance Act, 1901, provides that: ‘‘The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue may make regulations prohibiting the manufacture of glucose, 
saccharin, or invert sugar except by persons holding a licence . . .and 
also for regulating the manufacture of glucose with a view of securing the 
excise duty imposed by this Act. . . .’’ Section 2 of the Revenue 
Act, 1903, provides that: ‘‘Section 9 of the Finance Act, 1901 . . 
shall (so far as it does not already apply) apply to saccharin . . . and 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue may make regulations under that 
section as to the manufacture, storage, and warehousing without payment 
of duty of saccharin. .”’ Counsel for the appellants contended that 
there had been no manufacture of saccharin by the appellants. The 
evidence shewed that saccharin was made from toluene sulphonamide. 
and the appellants did not do this. They merely converted one quality 
of saccharin into another quality, but it commenced with being saccharin 
and ended as saccharin. It the contention of the respondent was right, the 
appellants might be compelled to pay a second excise duty on the saccharin 
under section 5 of the Finance Act, 1901, which no one pretended was 
intended by the Legislature. Counsel for the respondents said the court 
could not go into the question whether a second duty might or might not 
be charged. The appellants performed a process of art upon the 330 
saccharin, and in the common usage of the word they therefore manufac- 
tured 550 saccharin from 330 saccharin. 


Tue Court (Dartrxe and Bray, JJ., Rivtey, J., dissenting) allowed the 
appeal on the ground that the appellants did not manufacture saccharin. 
—Counszt, Langdon, K.C., and W. Ambrose Jones ; Sir John Lawson Walton, 
A.G., and W. Finlay. So.tcrrors, Henry Pumfrey § Son, for Walter J. 
Sharratt, Manchester ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Drucquer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


KELLY v. J. & J. LONSDALE & CO. (LIM.). Div. Court. 22nd June. 


Sate or Foop ann Drues—ApvuLrerRatep) BurtreER—WakRANTY—SALE— 
Satz or Foop anp Daves Acts, 1875 (388 & 39 Vict. c. 63), s. 25; 1899 
(62 & 63 Vict. c. 51), ss. 1, 20. 

Case stated by one of the aldermen of the City of London sitting at the 
Mansion House. (n the 23rd of November, 1005, an information was laid 
by ‘‘ Felix Patrick Kelly, one of his Majesty’s officers of customs, who 
prosecutes for his said Majesty in this behalf under the direction of the 
Commissioners of Customs, and states that J. & J. Lonsdale & Co. (Limited) 
did, on the 28th day of August, 1905, did import into the United Kingdom, 
per the steamship Batavier J”., from Rotterdam, at Custom House and Wool 
Quay, in the said City of London, and within the limits of the Port of 
London, certain butter contained in 127 packages marked ‘ H. 127,’ which 
said butter was, upon examination of a sample thereof, found to be 
adulterated—to wit, by the admixture thereof of foreign fat.’’ ‘* And the 
said Felix Patrick Kelly, who prosecutes as aforesaid, further states that 
the packages containing the said butter were not conspicuously marked, as 
required by section 1 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1899, with a 
name and description indicating that the said butter had been so treated.’’ 
Upon the hearing of the said information the following facts were proved or 
admitted: (@) That on the date and at the place laid in the said informa- 
tion 127 cases or packages of butter, treated as hereinafter mentioned, 
were imported into the United Kingdom, and that such cases or packages 
were not conspicuously, or at all, marked with any name or description 
indicating that such butter had been so treated; (5) that such butter had 
been treated by the admixture therewith of fat other than butter fat tu 
the extent of not less than 15 per cent., and was therefore adulterated 
butter; (c) that the respondents were the ‘‘importer’’ of such butter 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Sale and Food and Drugs Act, 1889 ; 
(@) that the requirements of sub-section 4 of that section had been duly com- 
plied with by the Commissioners of Customs, and that the fact of such 
adulteration as aforesaid had been duly established by analysis, certified by 
the principal chemist on the 8th day of November, 1905. No evidence was 
called for the respondents, but the following letter and documents were 
read in evidence for the prosecution, and such letter was admitted by the 
prosecution to contain a substantially accurate and true statement of facts. 
“H.M. Board of Customs, London. Gentlemen,—Referring to our 
representative’s call on the Customs authorities to-day, with reference 
to the summons taken out against our company for the importation of 
adulterated butter, we beg to enclose you documents relating thereto : 
fl) The contract which we received from the agents of the Dutch 
firm in London, which plainly shews that we purchased Dutch control 
butter, which control butter is guaranteed by the Netherlands Govern- 
ment; (2) the invoice from H. J. Nederveen, Hertogenbosch, with the 
guarantee of pure butter thereon; (3) the document from the bank 
shewing that the price mentioned on the invoice—namely, 107s. per cwt., 
Was paid by us. fn the face of these facts, we hope you will agree with 






















































































us that we have been grosel. defrauded, and see your way to withdraw 
the summons. . . . xj J. Lonsdale & Uo. (Limited).”” The 
following documents were enclosed in the said letter : 


10, Colonial House, Tooley-street, London, S.E. 
1905. Nicholl Bros., Provision Brokers, Messrs. J. & 
Lonsdale & Co. (Limited). We have this day sold you the 
following goods (agreeably with the rules of the Home 
and Foreign Produce Exchange (Limited)) 800 (say eight 
hundred) casks Dutch Control Unsalted Creamey Butter 
at 107s. (say one hundred and seven shillings) nett, ex. Cold 
Stores, Amsterdam, through seller’s bankers against delivery, 
order, &c. M. H. J. Nederveen, 

’s Hertogenbosch, Holland. 

Yours truly, 

per pro. Nicholl Bros., 
f W. Nicnotts. 


16th ee} 


Any dispute in this 
Q contract tobesettled 


ty by arbitration. 


. Fol, 434, 

Brokerage. 

Customary allowances, payment cash 
(before delivery if required). 


Roombotherfabriek, Voorheen. 13,809. 
H. J. Nederveen, Telegrams: Butter Hertogenbosch. 
’s Hertobogenbosch, Holland. Telefoon No. 128, 
den August 19, 1905. 
Messrs. J. & J. Lonsdale & Co. (Limited), 
Tooley-street, London, 8.E. 
64/66, 
Bought of Roombotherfabriek, H. J. Nederveen, Butter- 
merchant, ex. Cold Store, Vriessenveen, Amsterdam. 
London a/c, 800 Pkts. Genuine Cream Butter. 
166 p 235 266 oa 
luv 200 200 150 
= poo 
GPE 2 = 800 casks ewt. 800 10 f. 
‘ 


15 
Nett Cash G. B. Folio 434 H. D. 


L’/, G. B. 10/68 P. J. 


H. J. Nederveen, whose name appears in the said documents, was @ 
person resident outside the United Kingdom. Nicholl Bros., whose name 
appears upon the note, carried on busiuess and resided within the United 
Kingdom. Section 25 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, provides: 
** It the defendant in any prosecution under this Act prove to the satisfac- 
tion of the justices or court that he had purchased the article in question 
as the same in nature, substance, and quality as that demanded of 
him by the prosecutor and with a written warranty to that effect, 
that he had no reason to believe at the time when he sold it that the 
article was otherwise, and that he sold it in the same state as when he 
purchased it, he shall be discharged from the prosecution. . . .” The 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1899, s. 1, provides: ‘‘ If there is imported into 
the United Kingdom any of the following articles, namely: . . . (4) Any 
adulterated butter . . . except in packages or cans conspicuously 
marked with a name or description indicating that the butter or milk or 
cream has been so treated . . . the importer shall be liable, on summary 
conviction, for the first offence toa fine. . .~ . (3) The Commissioners 
of Customs shall in accordance with directions given by the ‘Treasury after 
consultation with the Board of Agriculture, take such samples of con- 
siguments of imported articles of food as may be necessary for the enforce- 
ment of the foregoing provisions of this section.’’ Section 20 (1): “A 
warranty or invoice shall not be available as a defence under the Sale of 
Food and Drugs Acts, unless the defendant has within seven days after 
service of the summons sent the purchaser a copy of such warranty cr 
invoice. . - (2) The person by whom such warranty is alleged to 
have been given shall be entitled to appear at the hearing and to give 
evidence. . . . (3) A warranty or mvoice given by a person resident 
outside the United Kingdom shall not be available as a defence to any pro- 
ceeding under the Sale of Foods and Drugs Acts unless the defendant 
proves. . . .’’ The magistrate dismissed the summons. The appellants’ 
counsel contended that the defence of warranty only applied to a sale, and 
there was no sale to the purchaser. Counsel for the respondent contended 
that the taking of a sample by the custom officers was equivalent to a 
purchase, and he therefore relied on section 25 of the Act of 1875 and 
section 20) of the Act of 1899. 

Tar Covrr (Riptey, Darurne, and Bray, JJ) allowed the appeal on 
the ground that section 25 of the Act of 1875 only applied to a sale to 
a purchaser, whereas the taking of a sample under section 1 of the Act 
of 1899 was not a purchase. The case would accordingly be sent back to 
the magistrate to consider any other defences that might be open to the 
respondents.—CounseL, Sir John Lawson Walton, A.G., and Daldy ; Avory,. 
K.C,, Abrahams, and W. 8S. Kennedy. Soxscrrors, Svlicisor fer Inland 
Revenue ; Nunn, Popham, § Starkie. 


[Reported by Mavaros N. Davucavuer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


(ed.) H. J. Neperveen. 


Guaranteed pure butter, 
warranted pure butter and 


not containing more than 
16 per cent. of moisture. 


am, fo. 
£4,280. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re KLEIN. Ex parteG@OODWIN. Bigham, J. 25th June. 


Basxrvrtcy —PRererentiaAL CLrarm—Commercia, Traveccer Par ay 
Sataxy AND ComMission—PREFERENTIAL Paywents 1x Banxkarvurtcy 
Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c, 62), 8. 1, sun-secrion 1 (x), 

Motion by a person who had been employed by the bankrupt as a 
commercial hese at a salary and commission, for a declaration that he 
was entitled to rank as a preferential creditor in respect of commission 
earned within the four months immediately precediug the bankruptey. 





The applicant, C, H. Goodwin, had been in the bankrupt’s empley from 
June, 1904, down to the date of the bankruptcy, He had been paid a 
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salary of £2 per week and 3} per cent. commission on all orders obtained b 
him. He had been in the habit of drawing £2 10s. per week on sions 
of and commission. During the four months immediately preceding 
the ba ptcy he had earned commission to the amount of £24 12s. 3d., 
which sum he claimed from the trustee as “‘ wages or salary” within 
section 1, sub-section 1 (4) of the Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 


1888. The trustee paid the — salary in full at the rate of £2 per | 


week, but refused to admit the sum claimed for commission as a pre- 
ferential claim, and would only allow him to prove for it. 

Bicuam, J., held that the commission must be paid in full as a pre- 
ferential claim. The applicant had rendered services for which he was 


June 23.—Txomas Butter Reprearn, late of 29, Scale-lane, Kingston. 
upon-Hull, and Chiselhurst House, Hornsea, Yorkshire. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Supended. 
June 23,—Srantey Durron Epissury, Wrexham, suspended for two years, 








Societies. 


entitled to be paid at the rate agreed. The fact that his salary was | 


payable partly by a fixed weekly sum and partly by commission made it | 
none the less ‘‘ salary ’’ within the meaning of the Preferential Payments | 
Act, 1888. Application allowed.—Covnsex, Francke ; Whateley, Soxicrrors, | 


Russell § Arnholz ; Montagu, Mileham, § Montagu. 
[Reported by P. M. France, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re BUTTON. Ez parte WHITE v, HAVASIDE. Bigham, J. 25th June. 


Banxkreurtcy — Property or Bankrupr— OxpeR anv Disposition — 
Rervtep Ownersnir—Custom or Trape—Deraters IN ANTIQUES— 
Banxavrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s, 44, sus-section 2 (111.). 
Application by the trustee for a declaration that a number of goods 

found upon the bankrupt’s premises at the commencement of the bank- 
ruptcy formed part of the property of the bankrupt divisible among 
his creditors, The bankrupt had carried on business as a dealer in 
antiques. The respondent had been a frequent customer, and at the date 
of the commencement of the bankruptcy the respondent had about £700 
worth of goods on the bankrupt’s premises. Some of these were goods 
which the respondent had bought from the bankrupt and left with him 
until uired, others were goods left to be repaired, others left with 
the eankenet to be sold, others goods which the bankrupt had bought 
for the respondent. It was admitted that these goods were all in 
the possession of the bankrupt with the consent of the respondent, but it 
was contended that there was a custom of trade which excluded the 
doctrine of reputed ownership. The custom alleged was that dealers in 
antiques habitually have among their stock goods belonging to other 
persons and left with them to be sold. Two dealers were called in support 
of this contention, but their evidence did not amount to more than that it 
sometimes happens that people send goods to them to be sold. 

Bicxam, J., held that the attempt to prove acustom must fail. No doubt 
at times goods were sent to the dealers to be sold, but that was not sufficient 
to raise a presumption that all the goods in the shop of a dealer in 
antiques might be the property of other persons than the dealer. Appli- 
cation allowed.—Covnset, Hansell; Frank Mellor. Soxicrrors, Piesse & 
Son ; Jackson, Smart, Geake, § Co. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be S:ruck Off the Rolls. 


Jane 22.—Jonn Farnworth. 
Jane 23.—Joun Artuorre Bentuam, 19, Fawcett-street, Sunderland. 


List or Quatirizy Mempers or tue Sociery Nominatep as MEMBERS 
THE 13TH OF 








Name of Caadidate. Address, 





Harvey Clifton ooo ove 4, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L, Nottingham ... 


Sir Jobn Gray Hill ... 10, Water-street, Liverpool 


Henry Janes Johnson =. = ws «101, Leadenball-street, City ... 


Williem George King 


+ 12, Kesex-street, Strand, W.". ... 





The Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of the members of this society will be held 
at the Society’s Hall (Chancery-lane entrance), on Friday, the 13th of 
July, 1906, at 2 p.m. The President will present the prizes and certifj- 
| cates awarded at the Honours Examination held in April last. The 

following are the provisions of bye-law 15 as to the business to be trans. 
| acted at an annual general meeting, namely: ‘‘ The business of an annual 
| general meeting shall be the election of President, Vice-President, and 
' members of Council, as directed by the Charter, and also the election of 
auditors; the reception of the accounts submitted by the auditors for 
approval, the reception of the annual report of the Council, and the 
disposal of business introduced by the Council, and of any oth-r matter 
which may consistently with the Charter and bye-laws be introduced at 
such meeting.”” Below will be found the names of the candidates 
nominated to fill the twelve vacancies in the Council, and in the offices of 
President, Vice-President, and auditors, with the names and addresses of 
their nominators. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie will move: 1. That this meeting strongly condemns 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society for refusing to take action in 


the case of solicitors whose names and addresses are advertised in the. 


publicly-sold handbook and journals of the Automobile Club as persons 
willing to undertake certain legal business. 2. That this meeting, being 
of opinion that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society is utterly out 
of touch with the profession, and that fresh measures and fresh men are 
required, do now appoint the committee of five members to consider what 
alterations are necessary in the bye-laws in order to make the Council 
representative of the society at large, instead of a practically self-elected 
body as at present. 

Mr. J. S. Rusrsrem will ask: 1. What answers have been received 
from the Lord Chancellor, the Prime Minister, the President of the Privy 
Council, and the London County Council respectively to the communica- 
tion sent to them by the Council enclosing a copy of the resolution 
unanimously passed at the meeting of the society held on the 27th of April 
last, recording its opinion that the order made in 1898 applying the com- 
pulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to the County of 
London should be suspended? 2. What steps have been taken by the 
Council to give effect to the further resolution that communications should 
be sent to certain bodies with a view to arranging for a deputation to 
attend upon the Lord Chancellor on the subject or takmg such further 
action as might be desirable ? 

E, W. Wi.u1amson, Secretary. 


oy tHe CounciL To BE ELEcTED aT THB ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING ON 
Juiy, 1906. 





Name of Nominators, Address. 





(The Right Hon. 
| George, M.P. .«.. om 
Sir William Bull, M.P. ... 
Luke White, M.P.... 

E. J. Trustram, M.A. 

' Robert H. Winter... 

, J. A. Grundy ; 


D. Lioyd- 
... | 63, Queen Victoria-street. 

31, Essex-street, Strand. 

Driffield, East Yorkshire. 

61, Cheapside, E.C. 

St. Mary’s Chambeis, Hull. 

14, John Dalton-street, Manchester: 


| 
| 


| ‘Arthur E. T. Hinchcliff, LL.B. .. Huddersfield. 
| William Ramsden ... bes .. Huddersfield. 
| Douglas H. Marrable High West-street, Dorchester, 


Dorset. 
5, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C. 
15, Bedford-row, W.C. 
Charing Cross, 


| Henry Owen, D.C.L., J.P. Biot ae 

( Charles Mylne Barker, President... 

W. F. Fladgate, Vice-President ... a Craig’s-court, 
trand. 


{ Thomas Marshall ... 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 


©. H. Morton 5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 
Arthur Barlow 1, High-pavement, Nottingham. 
\J. A. H. Green Eldon-chambers, Nottingham. 
{ Thomas Marshall ... 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 
}. H. Morton 5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


Jubn Cameron... oe ... | 5, Fenwick-street, Liverpool. 
' (President of Incorporated Law 


1 Society of Liverpool) 


| E. J. Carlisle one ies .. | 20, St. Ann’s-square, Manchester. 
(President Manchester Law 
Association) ° ‘ 

{ Sir John Hollams ... 80, Mincing-lane, London, E.C. 


44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
... | 85, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
.. | 2, Temple-gardens, E.O. 


| Busick E, Pemberton 
j Saml, J. Daw one 
' Dillon R, L, Lowe... 
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| 
Address. | 


Name of Candidate, 





Harry Wilmot Lee ... 1, The Sanctuary, Westminster .. 


Richard Pennington 64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
89, Gresham-street, E.C., 


Charles Leopold Samson 
Manchester 


Walter Trower 


5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
W.C. 


Edward Francis Turner 115, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 





William Melmoth Walters .. . | 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
| W.C. 


Philip Witham eos ob “a 1, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. 
William Howard Winterbotham ... | 1, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. 
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a 
ont a Addison 


x F. Fladgate, Vice-President ... | 2, Or: 


Name of Nominators. Address. 


’ The Sanctuary , Westmins' iter > 8.W. 
3, The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
. 


H. Stewart Salter... 
Stewart W. Oldershaw 


1 
2 
W. 4H. Saltwell ... “ os ¥ 25 
5 





& 

8.W. 

ae Lincoln’s-inn, 

, Delahay-street, Westminster: 

2, Bond-court, London, E.C. 

Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity-lane, 
London, E.C. 

ee ee , 31, Old Jewry, 


66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

15, Bedford-row, W.C. 

*s-court, Charing Cross, 
Strand. 

8, Albion-place, Leeds. 

5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 

5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

3, South-equare, Gray’s-inr, W.C. 

2, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. 

36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

12, New-court, Carey-strest, W.C. 


E. H. Eilis-Danvers 
Thos. H, Pritchard 
{ Edwin Freshfield ... 


Arthur R. Farrer ... ots ose 
( Charles Mylne Barker, President.. 


Thos. Marshall 
LC. H. Morton 
{ E. Roodert Still 
J. E. W. Rider 
( Chas. Goddard 
\ Arthur J. Finch 
( Frederick W. Emery se se 
\W. Arthur Sharpe... ies.” Seem 





List or QvuaLIFIeED Members Proposep As PagstIpENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Wm. Francis Fladga‘e (as Presi- 2, Craig’s-court, Charing Cross, | 
dent) Strand 


Harry Attlee (as Viec=Iresident) 10, Billiter-square, City 


{jaa Keen... ne 


Archibald Keen... bt +» | 59, Carter-lane, City. 
Saml. J. Daw Bh +e 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


59, Carter-lane, City. 


Saml.J.Daw ...... «| 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


List or Quatirrep Persons Proposep as AUDITORS OF THE SOCIETY. 


John 8. Chappelo vy, F.C.A.... a er eeeee. London, | 
W.C. 


Edmun1 Ra'ph Cook... River Plate House, Finsbury- | 
circus, E.C. 


48, Chancery-lane, W.C. ... 


| 


Walter Frederick Cunliffe .., ine 


( Edwin Freshtield ... 


R. W. Tweedie 


se ee 5, Lincoln's-inn-fields, W.C. 
Edmund F. B. Church ... 


«. | 11, Bedford-row, W.C. 
.| ss: ee 31, Old Jewry, 


32, Queen Victoria-street, E C. 
15, Duke-street, St. James-street. 
The Sanctuary, Westminster. 


( M. ©. Matthews 
A. Fairlie Allingham 
{ Henry L. Bolton ... 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL. 


_ The forty-sixth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Assovia- 
tion was held on Wednesday, at the Whitehall Rooms, Hotel Metropole, 


Mr. Bourcurer F. Hawxsiey (Messrs. Hollams, Son, Coward, & Hawksley) | Sir Fitzroy Kelly twice, 


taking the chair. Among the guests were Lord Justice Fletcher 
Moulton, Mr. Justice Buckley, Mr. W. F, Fladgate (vice-president of the 
Law Society, chairman of the board of directors of the association), Mr. 
E. L, Levett, K.0., Mr. H. F. Dickens, K.C., Mr. R. Pennington, J.P., 
Mr. A, Wightman, J.P., Mr. Septimus Castle, Mr. F. Sims Williams, 
Mr, A. Paris (president of the Hampshire Incorporated Law Society), 
Mr. Gerald Sturt, Mr. W. Holmes, Sir Thomas Skewes-Cox, J.P., Mr. 
Alderman Crossley, Mr. G. H. Chamberlain, Mr. M, A. Tweedie, Mr. H. V. 
Remnant, Mr. A. W. Cousins, Mr. H. Oooke, Mr. R. H. Purvis, Mr. 8. 
Garrett, Mr. J. R. B. Gregory, Mr. J. Turner, Mr. A. Southwell, Mr. 
E. V. Oawdrey, Mr, A. Morrison, Mr. H. T. Pears, Mr. C. B, Hawksley, 
Mr. V. Skewes-Cox, Mr. W. A. Childs, Mr. A. Blackman, Mr. F. Morris, 
Mr. E. C. C, Brown, Mr. E. T. Roberts, Dr. A. W. Ranger, Mr. E, T. 
Roberts, Mr. F. L, Sutton, Mr. H. Sutton, Captain J. Tweedie, Mr. E. A. 
Whitehouse, Mr. H. R. Lewis, Mr. L. J. Helder, Mr. OC. J. A. Walton, 
Mr. T. R. Haslam, Mr. A. G. Smith, Mr. Wynn Evans, Mr. H. C. Beddoe, 
Mr. J. Bliss, Mr. G. M. Shaw-Mackenzie, Mr. E. E. Greenwell, Mr. 
R. J. A. Lumby, Mr. H. T, Grindteig, Me. C. G. May, Mr. A. Gardner, 
Mr. 0. P. King, Mr. E. L. Burgin, and Mr. J. T. Scott (secretary). 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair and honoured with 
the customary enthusiasm, 

_ The Cuamsan proposed the toast ‘The Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion, and may prosperity continue to attend it.’? He said that he felt he 
was for once a solicitor and an attorney. He was a solicitor for reasons 
they very well knew, and one touching their pockets, and he was an 
attorney, as he was representing someone else. In the solicitors’ profession 
it was their business as solicitors to attend to other people’s business. 
He felt that the only reason why a junior member of a city firm should 
be asked to take the chair was because the directors felt that they could 
not ask the senior partner to do it again. This was the forty-sixth anniversar 
dinner of the association, ‘The association was fended with avery small 
prospectus, consisting only of one page, in 1857, and though this was only the 
forty-sixth dinner, they were very nearly approaching their jubilee, and he 
thought it would become the directors to consider how they could com- 
memorate 1908 when the jubilee of the association arrived. The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association was founded in 1858, and the first meeting was 

eld in Bristol, a fact which had a peculiar interest to him, because it 

ppened to have been the city in which he was articled and taught his 
Ley lon. The first festival dinner of the society was held in 1859, 
. ch, the society being a very small and select body, was presided over 

y - Lord Mayor of London, who chanced to be a member of the 

Profession. Now the association was a large instead of a small body. 





In the period which had elapsed since 1858, during just half that period 
the festival dinners were presided over, not by members of the solicitor 
branch of the profession, but by great legal lights who were not 
solicitors. The dinners of the association had been presided over 
by Lord Cairns, Sir G Jessel (the then Master of the Rolls), 
. Justice Hannen once, and once by 
a Cabinet Minister who was not a member of the bench. For twenty- 
three or twenty-four years it must have been the habit to endeavour to 
get some leading legal light to ide at these annual gatheri and 
endeavour to teach them their duties. They had taught them s° that 
about 1882 it occurred to the members of the association that they could 
teach themselves, and the first chairman under the new régime was the late 
Mr. Samuel Bircham. From that time forward the chair had been taken 
at these annual gatherings by more or less prominent members of the 
solicitor branch of the profession. He was happy to think that it was 
exactly twenty-one years ago that Sir John Hollams—Mr. Hollams as he 
then was—took them to dine at the Star and Garter at Richmond, when 
he gave the society a donation of 1,000 guineas. They would not expect 
the junior partner of Sir John Hollams’ firm to do that, and if there ‘Was 
any senior partner of a firm present, he hoped he would emulate the example 
which had been set for him. From that time the association had generally 
had their dinners in London, but in the early days the dinners were either 
held at the Star and Garter or at the Ship at Greenwich. After forty-five 
dinners there was nothing left for the man who took the chair to say. It 
was very interesting to note the change in the style of..oratory which had 
occurred in the forty-six years of the association's existence. In the year 
1870 the speeches were inordinate in length ; it was nothing for a learned 
judge, replying for the bench, to speak for fifteen or twenty minutes. 
All this was chi , and brevity was now the order of the day. 
However, so much had been said that there was not an original statement 
to be made to-day on behalf of the association and im support of the 
charity. He had asked himself whether it was ible for him 
to lecture his seniors and to suggest any alteration of procedure 
or method to the directors which would tend to increase the 
subscriptions and pute also tend to their own advan as 
members of that body. There was one alteration which he should like to 
propose to the directors, He did not see why they should continue the 
precedent of forty years ago and always dine about midsummer. They 
seemed to have selected the very busiest week, if they might except Ascot 
week, of the whole year. ere were the Hardwicke dinner and call 
dinners, which were held at the same time. The last Wednesday in June 
and the first Wednesday in July were two of the very busiest days of the 
whole year. He would submit to the directors that there should be an 
alteration. The matter affected the country solicitors and the London 
solicitorsalso. He would suggest whether itshould not beheld either between 
the Long Vacation and Christmas or between Christmas and Easter. He 
had the honour to preside over the festival, he was a 

would be extinguished when he left that room that 
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that it might be worth while to make a president of the association for one 
year, just as there was 4 presideiit of the Law Society for one yéar, and for 
this reason : he had found it absolutely impossible to make such a canvass 
as he should like to have made amongst the members of the profession 
with the view of obtaining donations, and more especially subscriptions, 
‘within the short period which had elapsed since lie had been asked to take 
the chair at this gathering. He felt 

‘association for twelve months he should deem it his dtity, and almost his 
pleasure, to go on canvassing during that year. It would enable him to 


t that if he Were president of the | 


| 
| 


go, not only to his own friends, to whom necessarily he had been obliged | 


to confine his operations owing to the shortness of the time at his disposal, 


but to appeal also to the various large towns and cities in the course | 


of the year with the object of extractimg subscriptions, which were of far 
greater value than donations. He had also another suggestion to make. 


He saw that if a man elected to pay ten guineas as a life subscription | 
ihe was never asked to contribute anything more to the funds for the rest | 
of his life unless he came to these annual festivals and thought proper to | 


give his one, two, or five guineas, In more than one instance he had been 
met with an answer to his appeal on behalf of the association with the 
statement that the solicitor was a life member of the association, that he 
had paid his ten guineas. One man had said that he had become a life 
member twenty years ago, and the life members did not see why they should 
be asked for anything more. He did not think that a payment of ten 
guineas was suflicient to release a man from his duties to his professional 
brethren. There was a method of dealing with this, for the report had a 
list of the subscriptions and the total donations given by members in addition 
to their annual or lifesubscriptions. What members gave at these festivals 
was entered in addition to their subscriptions, and there should be an 
endeavour to make the members understand that they could not redeem 
their obligations by the payment of one subscription of ten guineas. He 
thought that they ought also to come to the dinner and give a donation, 
which would practically be giving another subscription each year, There 
was one other very vexed subject. There was a kindred society—the Law 
Association —- which was very much of the same character as the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. It was founded for the purpose of assisting those 
»who were in need, but it was confined to the area within the Bills of 
Mortality—practically London. Year in and year out it had been 
-advocated by those who were in a responsible position, that the 
two societies should be amalgamated. Lord Selborne, Lord Cairns, Sir 
Henry James, and Sir Jobn Hollams, when presiding at these dinners, had 
urged the necessity for the amalgamation of the societies, and he ventured 
-also to urge upon the directors the desirability of this step. The Law 
Association was forty years older than the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, and it was very nearly a century old, and surely it was time it 
had a little young blood trom the younger association. It had a very 
much smaller elienté/le than had the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, it 
was confined to London, and had hundreds of members where the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association had thousands or tens where it had hundreds, and 
the duplicate expenses made it urgent that there should be a reform, and 
that the two associations should be brought into line. There would be 
the advantage that those who were its members could go into the country 
without losing their membership. If a president were appointed for a year 
the matter could be thoroughly discussed. Of course the object of an annual 
festival like the present was to obtain an augmentation of the funds for the 
purpose of the relief of the necessitous. The position of the association was, 
shortly, that it had an income from three sources. It had certain invested 
funds the income from which was used annually in granting relief. Sir 
Heury James, when he occupied the chair, had said that the association 
ought to expend its capital and to run into debt, because a society which 
was in debt always could get funds. He would say nothing about the 
morality of the sugg-stion of the Attorney-General of the day, as Sir 
Henry James was at that time, but the association had never gone 
wpon that principle. So they had funds from their investments 
which produced abcut £2,000 a year, a substantial fund. They 
got from their annual subscriptions £2,400 or £2,500 a year, and 
they got about £1,000 from the dinner; that was to say, it was not 
got round the table, but as a result of the appeals made on behalf of 
the dinner. That represented about £5,000 or £6,000 a year. He could 
assure them that that was not enough, and it was necessary somehow 
or another to augment it. He invited those present, especially the younger 
members of the profession, to suggest a means by which the necessary 
increase could be obtained, The directors wanted to find out how they 
could augment the income of the association without encroaching upon 
their capital, as they had had to do last year to meet the urgent cases 
which it was impossible to refuse to relieve. Of course the obvious 
tuggestion was that each member should double his subscription, but 
that would not solve the difficulty altogether. The demands upon 
the aszociation were largely increasing because the profession was 
largely increasing in numbers. He asked them all, whether they 
practised in London or the country, what was to become of half 
their articled clerks. It was a very serious responsibility upon those 
who took articled clerks, for they knew perfectly well that an articled 
clerk without legal connection was entering a profession in which he 
was to get on by such assistance as he could get from those to whom 
he wasarticled. In time he would become his own master, and he might 
not succeed very well, or he might die before he had made provision for 
those who belonged to him. It might be very likely that some members 
ef his family were compelled to come to the association for assistance. 
The number of articled clerks increased year by year, the number of clients 
decreased year by year. It was not desirable to draw pictures of the 
terrible nature of the applications which were sometimes made to the 
dir.c.ore. One thing had struck him very much in looking over the old 
anuual reports of the association— namely, that the same names appeared 





in them as attending the dinners and subscribing year by year. Th 
circle which 5 ron the association was almost a close borough, 
The same people came to the dinner year by year, the same p 
subscribed year by year. Now and then a chairman at these dinney 
made a great effort and whipped up friends and got new sub. 
scribers, but it was a handful of men who supported the association. Tha 
was not right; that really ought to be the work of the whole profession, 
It ought to be as essential that a solicitor should be a member of the 
association as that he should be a member of the Law Society. He urgeq 
that solicitors should impress that upon their articled clerks, so that whey 
they were admitted they also would become subscribers to the association, 
The funds of the association would then increase by leaps and bounds, 4 
subscription of a guinea made one a member, but the object of the 
association was not only to provide for the needs of their own member 
because they also assisted non-members. Therefore he did not urge the 
duty of becoming members simply as a matter of self-interest, but becange 
it was the duty of every solicitor to belong to it in order that they might 
assist the members of their own profession. It was often said that they wer 
a close profession. He did not think so. There was less esprit de corp 
among solicitors than in any other profession, and this was a y 
great misfortune. Let them take the medical profession as an instangg, 
No medical man would charge another medical man for attendance. Ther 
was not the same esprit de corps among solicitors as among the bar. Ther 
was very little fellow feeling. He went sometimes to the provincial 
meetings of the Law Society, and there was a sort of feeling that the 
members did not know one another as they ought. ‘There was not that 
feeling of brotherly goodwill which ought to exist, and if such a feeling 
could be encouraged through the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, it 
would be doing good beyond the assistance of those in need. If what he 
had said would lead to suggestions which would have the effect of increas. 
ing the annual income of the association, he should consider that his office 
as chairman had not been without success. 

Mr. Septimus Castix (Liverpool) proposed ‘‘ The Health of the Bench 
and the Bar,’’ speaking of the interest which many members of the bench 
had taken in the solicitor branch of the profession in their earlier days, 
which had been kept up and increased as years and honours had increased 
upon them. With regard to the bar, its members were always most 
sympathetic and willing to assist the solicitors. 

Lord Justice Fiercuer Mov.iton responded cn behalf of the bench. He 
said it was difficult for a member of the bench to speak at a meeting of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. The principle which ruled pro- 
motion in England was that the best gamekeepers were past poachers, and 
so they all started from those who had successfully bothered the judges 
of preceding times. Their feelings, therefore, had been shaped by the 
life of their manhood when they had made their way, and ail he 
could say was that of all the people likely to appreciate solicitor’ 
benevolence young barristers were the first. In fact he might say, 
though it was not for him to return thavks for the bar, still, as a past 
member of the bar, he might say that he had paid to the solititor profes- 
sion the highest compliment one man could pay to another consistently 
through the whole course of his career at the bar, and he had felt he had 
never had enough of them. But now he had passed from that stage, and 
if he were to attempt graphically to describe his feelings it would be to sy 
that he was like the lawn tennis player who had become umpire, he had to 
watch the strokes of the various payers who had succeeded him, but, alas! 
he had no longer the interest of play. But he did not think that removed 
one really further from the solicitor branch of the profession. As he 
watched the little dramas that came on every day from half-past tem 
till four, with the usual interval for lunch, he could see all those 
interesting incidents which he used to love where the counsel iM 
awe of the bench, which had the inestimable privilege of the last word, 
struggled between an unconvinced judge and two convinced solicitors, and 
found that the path of the righteous was not always an easy one in this 
world. He could see—what he had always felt throughout his legal career 
—that although the bench relied implicitly on and owes the success of it 
work to the honour that ruled amongst the members of the bar, an honour 
to which they never appealed in vain ; that, afterall, the basis of the great 
judicial system, without which not even the loyal service of the 
bar would enable them successfully to do their duty, was the high 
level of morality and professional honour that ruled among solicitors, 
He did not mean to say they had not their black sheep. Alas: 
in a profession where there was such enormous power for good and 
evil—tor he doubted whether there was any profession that could 
bring so much misery and do so much good as that profession which 
they exercised and which was called into operation in all the difficulties of 
other men’s lives. It was impossible that such a profession should not 
have its black sheep. But he believed that the whole of his brethren 08 
the bench would say that, speaking as a whole, counsel were able honour: 
ably to put forward the disputes of his Majesty’s subjects before them 
because the solicitors so honourably did their work. Well, if that were 
so, and there were some who, as the chairman had said, fell from no fault 
of their own in the race of life, it ought to be felt that every effort sho 
be made that that failure should not bring with it @isaster and misery, and 
he could assure them, speaking for all the members of the bench, of their 
heartiest good wishes for those who were trying to extend the proeperity of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Society. 

Me. E. L, Levert, K.C., returned thanks forthe bar. He saidit appeared 
to him that one of the most important matters in the p zblic life of this 
country was that there should be a thoroughly friendly intercourse between 
the bar and solicitors. They were both branchesof one great profession, the 
had to do their best to do justice to their clients. A clent might we 


want to have an able counsel, he might well want to have an able solicitor. 
But that was not all, 


He wanted that the counsel and the solicitor should 
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w each other, should trust one another, should help one another, and 
should work together. And if he was fortunate enough to get that 
combination there was little doubt that he would get justice, And that 
was why an occasion like this not only appealed them all, but was 
of real good to the public, becayse it brought together the two 
pranches which had to help each other, He had special pleasure 
in being present. For many years he had been on the committee 
of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association and he could 
with knowledge of the good such an association did. at 
association, like the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, was founded 
on one principle, the unity of the profession. The essential idea was that 
those who had been fortunate enough to succeed should help those who 
had been less fortunate, and such was the great principle of this society, 
like his own, that they should help those who were in distress, that they 
should find food and shelter for the widow and orphan, and that 
principle, he was sure, was carried out by the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, as they tried to do it in the Barristers’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion, He was equally certain that this society would flourish and prosper, 
and he need hardly say it had his very best wishes. 

The Secretary (Mr, J. T. Scott) announced subscriptions and donations, 
total £1,373. Amongst the donations were: The Chairman, £52 10s. ; 
Mrs. Bourchier Hawksley, £52 10s.; Sir George Lewis, £100; Sir John 
Hollams, £52 10s.; Mr. W. F. Fladgate, £52 10s,; Mr. Arthur Wight- 
man, £24 1s. 9d. f 

Mr. Justice Buckiey gave the toast of ‘‘The Law Society and the 
Provincial Law Societies of England and Wales.’”? He spoke of the 
clubableness of England. The Inns of Court, for instance, were voluntary 
societies but they wielded an enormous power. He thought that the 
foundation of the Law Society and the provincial law societies was 
another illustration of the same instinct. It was a highly desirable thing 
that those who were members of the same profession should be drawn to- 
gether by bonds of association, it might be simply of good fellowship, it 

ight be of mutual assistance in their profession, and that was what lay at 
at the root of the Law Society and the provincial law societies. It was 
inevitable when such associations were formed that in course of time they 
acquired great power. He need scarcely say that the Law Society wielded 
very large power indeed. They controlled the destinies of the profession. 
They existed, he conceived, principally for the purpose of establishing a 
high standard of professional conduct as between the members of the pro- 
fession, to advance good feeling, to bring together in social intercourse, in 
professional intercourse, members of a profession which all were proud to 
ractise. 
an W. F. Frapeate (Vice-President of the Law Society) returned 
thanks. He said that the Law Society was a body which endeavoured to 
do good work, and he honestly believed it did it notwithstanding the 
taunts and criticisms which were passed upon it, he was sorry to say, 
occasionally, by some members of their own profession. But it had duties 
to perform which it performed fearlessly, and which, he believed, it had 
performed not only to the satisfaction of the profession at large, but also 
to the satisfaction of that branch for which they all had the very highest 
esteem. He could only say that, speaking for himself and for the members 
of that Council who had been good enough to choose him as their 
vice-president for the year, he thanked Mr. Justice Buckley for 
the way in which he had spoken of the profession, and also Lord 
Justice Moulton for referring to the work done by the profession. He 
felt that one of the duties of the Law Society was, if possible, to 
encourage the feeling of loyalty among solicitors which was really of 
the very greatest value to the solicitors themselves and of the greatest 
importance to the clients. One thing which he had @ten told the young 
men who were entering the profession was, that they should not think it 
was their duty to best the other man. That was not their duty. Their 
duty, was to do their duty to their clients with loyalty, but at the same 
time to look on both sides of the question and to admit that there might 
be a certain amount of right on the other side. One other matter, the 
law Society hoped and had always hoped that it might, through the 
members of the profession, impress upon young men—namely, that they 
should all join the society. One of the speakers to-night had said that 
every young man should be urged to become a member of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and with that he heartily agreed, but he should 
also belong to the Law Society. The society had, unfortunately, but a 
very large minority of the solicitors as members, The solicitors were 
about 16,000 in number, he was sorry to say, and many of them did not 
belong to the society. Those who had influence among articled clerks or 
solicitors he would ask to urge upon them the advisability and propriety of 
joining the Law Society. 

Mr. A. Panis (president of the Hampshire Incorporated Law Society) 
returned thanks on behalf of the Provincial Law Societies. He said that 
there was one point which was paramount in considering the promotion 
of the interests of this great charitable institution, and that was the need 
for unanimity and unity among the profession. He was afraid there was 
& very great deal too much desire, to use the words of one of the speakers, 
to test each other, and he thought they could not do better than found 
their line of conduct upon the principles of a very ancient and honourable 
order to which he belonged, and to which he hoped the great number of 
those present belonged, the Freemasons. He thought there was need for 
& great deal more Freemasonry among solicitors. The Law Society ought 
to be the grand lodge of the profession, the benevolent institution, the 

of benevolence, and the Provincial Law Societies the country lodges, 

and he thought that if they all pulled together with the same spirit with 

which the Freemasons pulled together they would result in benefiting not 

valy the heads of the profession, but also the poor and necessitous 
hren. 


Mr. Henny Cooxe (Bristol) proposed the health of the Chairman of the | 





evening. He had been acquainted with him for the last forty years’ 
He had known him since he first decided to enter the profession. But 
in a short time, he was sorry to say, Mr. Hawksley decided to come to 
London, but it was felt that he was oa a city where he would 
have still larger scope for his great abilities. He (Mr. Cooke) could 
not but feel, and had no hesitation in saying, that he had been an ornament 
to his profession. 

The Cuarrmay, in returning thanks, said that in looking through the 
reports of the proceedings at these annual dinners he had found that Mr. 
Melmoth Walters had said that there were only two prizes within the 
grasp of members of the solicitor branch of the profession—one to take the 
chair of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and the other to become 
President of the Law Society. In the same year that Mr. Cooke was 
ac mitted he (the chairman) was articled. He served his articles with 
him, and attributed whatever success he had achieved to the sound early 
training one got in a country solicitor’s office. Having had the 
inestimable honour and privilege of working in Sir John Hollams’ 
office for thirty-four years was also a point which he was entitled 
to claim as having advanced him so far as he had had success in 
the profession. There was a very small interval after finishing his 
articles before he found himself a young clerk in the firm of Thomas & 
Hollams. Mr. Septimus Castle was present, a aay president of the Law 
Society of Liverpool], and he hoped he would allow him to say he had been 
his (the chairman’s) pwypil. There were friends present who had passed 
through the firm in Mincing-lane, and he thanked them for coming. He 
had been glad to hear Mr. Scott say that there were no less than fifty-nine 
new members, and many of these, he was proud to say, were old Minciug- 
lane men. He had one announcement to make with very = pleasure. 
The association had had a communication from Lawrence, Graham, & Co. 
that Miss Kinderley had been good. enough to leave the residue of 
her estate for the benefit of the association. It was hoped that wou'd 
give them about £10,000. There was an expression of opinion that the 
association should endeavour to institute a convalescent home for the 
wrecks of the profession with the gift, but if thought desirable the money 
could be applied in any other way, for the board was in no way fettered. 
He was glad to think that this year would be remembered by the gift of 
this lady. He hoped the directors would make it a practice to get hold of 
the young men as they had got hold of him, and he hoped that every young 
man who took the chair would at least be able to shew a list of subscrip- 
tions and donations amounting to £1,200. 


General Council of the Bar. 


The following gentlemen have been appointed officers, additional mem- 
bers, and members of the standing committees of the Bar Council 
respectively : Chairman, Mr. C. M. Warmington, K.C.; vice-chairman, 
Mr. W. English Harrison, K.C.; treasurer, Mr. T. Tindal Methold ; 
additional members, Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., M.P., Mr. C. F. Gill, K.C., 
Mr. S. T. Evans, K.C., M.P., Mr. L. Batten, K.C., Mr. P. S. Gregory, 
Mr. R. V. Bankes. Appointed to fill vacancies upon the four standing com - 
mittees: Executive Committee, Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., Hon. E. U. 
Macneghten, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., Mr. Boydell Houghton. Pro- 
fessional Conduct Committee, Mr. W. Pickford, K.C., Mr. Geo. Borth- 
wick. Business and Procedure Committee, Mr. J. Scott Fox, K.C., Mr. 
George Cave, K.C., M.P., Hon. J. W. Mansfield. Court Buildings Com- 
mittee, Mr. Geo. Henderson, Mr. J. E. H. Benn, Mr. E. Percival Clarke. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

LINcoLn’s-1nN.—W. L. Blease (studentship, C.L.E., Trinity, 1906), 
Liverpool University ; A. E. Barnes (crrtificate of honour, C.L.E., Trivity, 
1906), B.A., Trin. Coll., Camb.: J. S Sainsbury (certificate of honour, 
C.L.E,, Easter, 1905) ; L. T. Thorp (certificate of honour, C.L.E., Hilary, 
1906), LL.B., London University ; Vikaji Fardunji Taraporewala, B A.., 
LL.B , Bom. (certificate of honour, C.L.E., Trinity, 1966), a Vakil of the 
High Court ; 8. G@. Dunn, London University ; Robert Peel, New Coll., 
Oxtord; W. F. Fox, M.A., B.C.L., Christ Chureh, Oxford; Geoffrey 
Parker, London University; W. J. Bowker, D.S.0.; Nai Sahad, of the 
Siamese Legation ; Hung-wok-Leung ; Pandit Ikbal-Narayan Masaldan ; 
P, E. Sampson ; Jamshedjee Framjee Banajee ; F. J. Egerton- Warburton, 
M.A., Keble Coll., Oxford ; Mirza Munim ht; H. H.Chipman, B.A , 
Trin. Coll., Oxford; A. L. Bridge; W. C. Sharman; A. V. L. Davies ; 
Dorab Navroji Khandalavala, B.A., LL.B, Bom.,a Vakil of the High 
Court. 

Inner Temris.—E, B, Amphlett, Oxford; W. G. Maxwell; M. W. 
Hughes, M.A., Oxford; John Duncan, jun., Oxford; H, Gorell Barnes, 
B.A., Oxford; G. D, Hardinge-Tyler, B.A., Oxford; Perey Lee, M.A., 
Oxford; H. E. Drummond-Lloyd; F. G. Grant, Camb.; E. J. Mee- 
quarrie, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; E. A. Gowers, B.A., Camb. ; 0. 8. Fleisch - 
mann, B.A., Oxford; H. W. Leigh-Bennett, BA., Oxfird; H. H. 
Schloesser ; J. Galloway, B.A., Oxford; A. F. Wilding, B.A., Camb. 
G. M. Lazarus, B.A., Camb.; E. N. F. Loyd, B.A., Camb.; ©. A. 
Foresythe, London; Archibald Sanderson, B.A., Oxford; Ambrose 
Mavrogordato, B.A., Oxford ; J. T. Stephen, B.A., Camb. ; John Stokes, 
M.D., Durham; R. H. Nelson, B.A., Camb.; Surendra-Nath Ray; N. H. 
Smith, B.A., LL.B, Camb. KE. T. Woodhead, B.A., LL.B, Camb. : 
J. H. Dransfield, LL,.B., London, 
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Mippize Temrre.—A. R. Barrand, certificate of honour and Barstow law 
scholarship, Trinity term, 1906 ; G.G. R. Brebner, M.A., Edin., certificate 
of honour, Trinity term, 1906, Orange River Colony, South Africa; F. A. 
Hayley, B.A., Oxford, certificate of honour, Trinity term, 1906; W. H. 
Gimblett, M.D.; A. W. Fenton, M.A., M.D., Dublin; F. D. Shelton, 
B.A., Oxford ; D. M. Smith, B.A., Oxford; A. B. Howes; FE. A. Evans ; 
8. P. Low, B.A., Oxford; H. R. P. Gamon, M.A., B.C.L.; H. Du Parcq, 
B.A., Oxford; H. D. F. MacGeagh, B.A., Oxford; J. B. Melville; 
Profullo Chandra Sinha; P. J. Wannenburg; W. H. Taylor; Myle 
Govindrajulu Naidu; L. G. R. de Courcy ; Syed Mohamed Naim; F. C. 
Sanders; A. S. Hurst; O. T. Williams; N. 8. Fouquereaux; P. B. 
Petrides; J. I. Macpherson, M.A., LL.B.; W. F. L. Braidwood ; Nalini 
Kant Nag; Vinayak Nandshankar Mehta, B.A., Bombay. 

Gray’s-rxsw.— Guan Seok Yeoh, certificate of honour, Council of Legal 
Education, Trinity, 1906, Prizeman in Constitutional Law and Legal 
History, Council of Legal Education, Easter, 1906, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; 
Hamar Greenwood, M.P., B.A., Toronto Univ.; E. J. Steegman, M.B., 
Durham Univ., D.P.H., London; Christopher Rooney, B.A., LL.B., 
R. Univ. of Ireland; R. F. Cheux; Fardunji Barjorji Motiwala: J. W. 
Ellis; R. B. Turner, B.A., Worcester Coll., Oxford; H. T. Blewett; 
W. H. Wright, M.D., Durham Univ., M.R.C.S., England, L.R.C.P., 
Ireland, L.8.A., London ; Sailendra Nath Banerjee, B.A., Calcutta Univ. ; 
H. H. 8. Davies; P. H. Gray ; Syed Mohamed Askeri; E. A. Winder; 
D. O. Evans; S. E. Pocock, LL.B. London Univ. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. J. W. Coorrr, LL.D., barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Revising Barrister upon the South-Eastern Circuit, in the place of Mr. 
George Humphreys, lately deceased. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Jonn Heruert Lewis, Atrrep Tomas Davies, and Jonn Grirrirns, 
solicitors (Herbert Lewis, Davies, & Co.), Liverpool and (Herbert Lewis, 
Davies, & Griffiths) Chester. Dec. 31, 1904. The said Alfred Thomas 
Davies will henceforward practise at Liverpool in his own name only, and 
the said John Griffiths will henceforward practise at Chester in his own 
name only, [ Gazette, June 22. 

Haroip Cuamperirn and Cectt Grorce Taytor, solicitors (Chamberlin 
& Taylor), Lowestoft. May 31. The said Harold Chamberlin will 
continue to carry on the said business under the style or firm of H. 
Chamberlin. 


Georce Ropnover Retwp and Atrrep Wittsuire, solicitors (Reid & 
Wiltshire), Castle-court, Birchin-lane, London. May 10. Such business 
will be carried on in future by the said George Rodhouse Reid at 4, Castle- 
court aforesaid. [ Gazette, June 26. 





Information Required. 


Miss Carozrxe Marcaret Leon Datzert, of Wallingford, Berks 
(deceased).—Any person having in his possession a Will of the above lady 
is requested to communicate with Messrs. Hedges & Marshall, solicitors, 
Wallingford. 





General. 


The Royal assent was given on the 22nd inst. to the Finance Bill, the 
Metropolitan Police (Commission) Bill,the Seamen’s and Soldiers’ False 
Characters Bill, the Police (Superannuation) Bill, and seventeen private 
and Provisional Order Bills. 


Mr. T. H. Baylis, K.C., whocelebrates his eighty-ninth birthday on the 
22nd inst., is, says the Daily Mai/, the oldest King’s Counsel. His connection 
with the law extends to seventy-two years, as he entered as a student at 
the Inner Temple on the 9th of June, 1834. 


The Albany Law Journal notes the following brief will of a Canadian : 
“ This is the last will and testament of me, John Thomas. I give all my 
things to my relations to be divided among them the best way possible. 
N.B.—If anybody kicks up a row he isn’t to have anything.” 


The seventh meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 20th inst., at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Arthur 
Newman (a member of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Samson, & 
Co., solicitors, of Manchester) on behalf of the Association of Trade 
Protecticn Societies and the Manchester Guardian Association. 


A Western paper publishes, says the American Case and Comment, the 
following complaint in a criminal case. After the formal parts of the 
complaint, ite recites that the complainant on oath charges “that one 
Jobn Doe did commit grand larceny with fraud and stealth, and with 
intent to defraud another thereof, did steal and carry away divers goods 
end chattele—viz., Mrs. Maria Johnson and children, also one team and 
harness and wagon and household goods to the value of 225 dols. against 
the form and dignity of the statutes in such case made and provided.” 





Tt is stated that Sir Horatio Lloyd, who has nearly recovered from hig 
severe illness, lias resigned the office of county court judge for Chegte 
and North Wales, and that the Lord Chanceller, in sanctioning his 
resignation, has granted him a pension of a thousand pounds a year, 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. G. Beckett asked the 
President of the Board of Trade whether the committee which had beg, 
appointed to inquire into the bankruptcy laws had received instructions to 
investigate the state of the law in Ireland; and, if not, whether, having 
regard to the desire in Ireland to have the law altered so as to conform 
with the English bankruptcy law, he would arrange that the question 
of Irish bankruptcy law should be inquired into. Mr. Lloyd-George saig 
in the terms of reference to the committee — by the Board of 
Trade are wide enough to include Ireland; but the committee has no 

resentative of Irish opinion upon it. It isa purely departmental com. 
mittee, and as the powers of the Board of Trade in relation to bankru 
matters do not extend to Ireland, they would not be justified in investigat. 
ing the question of the Irish bankruptcy laws except with the assent of 
the Irish Office. I shall be happy to furnish the hon. member with a 
of the statement of the chairman of the committee as to the course wi 
it is intended to pursue on that point. 


Lord Alverstone has, says a writer in the Globe, found it desirable to give 
a warning to the foolish persons who write anonymous letters to judges, 
“Tt is a practice,’’ he said in his address to the grand jury at Wells, 
** which seems to be increasing, and I wish it to be understood that 
may get themselves into trouble if they endeavour to communicate 
the judge on any case, and that they must not think they will escape risk 
by making their letters anonymous.’’ The individual who addresses a 
letter to a judge can scarcely know how serious is the offence he ix 
committing. ‘‘It isa grave contempt of court,”’ says Mr. Oswald, “to 
communicate with or seek in any way to influence a judge upon the 
subject of any matter he has to determine.’’ Rarely, however, has the 
offence been followed by punishment. Almost the only recorded instanee- 
of proceedings being taken is Martin’s case, in which the offender had the 
temerity to enclose a bank-note in a letter to the Lord Chancellor. Even 
this insult to the highest occupant of the bench was not treated seriously, 
bod the delinquent was discharged on expressing his contrition and paying 
the costs. 


At the Mansion House dinner to the judges on the 22nd inst. the Lord 
Chancellor said that it required a great deal of encouragement from “all 
sorts and conditions of men ’’ to undertake and continue the office he had 
the honour of holding. He had not had the opportunity of making many 
mistakes. He supposed that that would come, as it did to everyone, and 
if it did he hoped they would believe that it had arisen merely from error 
of judgment. The toast of ‘‘ His Majesty’s Judges ’’ was well-known and 
much commended in all companies of Englishmen, and he thought he 
might say that they could accept without any affectation the tribute t 
their impartiality which had been paid by the Lord Mayor. He remem- 
bered meeting abroad some six or seven years ago one of the 
judges in the world—a member of aps the highest court in the world 
outside of the United Kingdom. were engaged in discussing inter 
national disputes and international arbitration, and this great judge said 
to him that he thought one of the difficuties was that ‘‘ You could not be 
confident in the full impartiality of your tribunals.’’ He added : ‘‘ If ther 
was a quarrel between your country and mine I will tell you what I would 
advise my countrymen to do. I would advise them to leave it to the 
decision of three English judges.’’ On hearing so great and noble a com- 
pliment paid to the judicature of this country the blood tingled in his 
veins. 


A. V. D., discussing in the Law Quarterly Review the decision of the 
Scottish Court of Session that a will dealing with movable estate, which 
was duly executed by an unmarried woman domiciled in England, is not 
revoked by her subsequent marriage in England to a man domiciled in 
Scotland (Westerman (Westerman's Exeoutor) v. Schwab and Others, 43 Scottish 
Law Reporter, 161), says: ‘‘The judgment of the Court of Session is 
justified by two broad considerations: (1) The judgment is strictly in 
conformity with Loustalan v. Loustalan (1900, P, 218). It is true that in 
that case the English Court of Appeal did not determine the point which 
came before the Court of Session. It is also true that a Scotch court is by 
no means bound by an English decision. But, on the other hand, the 
judgments in Loustalan v. Loustalan, though they do not decide the 
particular point raised in Westerman v. Schwab, all rest on the assumption 
that the effect of a marriage is to be determined by the law of the 
husband’s domicil, and the Court of Session, though in no way bound by 
the judgment of any English court, naturally desires that rules as to the 
conflict of laws should be the same throughout the the whole of the 
United Kingdom, and naturally inclines towards the establishment 
of a clear and intelligible rule as to the effect of marriage. (2) 
The judgment of the Court of Session is at bottom in conformity 
with principle. W.’s will was admittedly valid up to the moment 
of her marriage. The rule of English law, that marriage revokes a will, 
is clearly intended to apply to persons being And remaining under 
the law of England. English law has no interest in and does not aim at 
determining the validity of wills of —— domiciled in another country. 
W.’s will would have been valid if made by a domiciled Scotswoman; 
it remained valid as long as she was a domiciled Englishwoman. Is there 
any sound reason why a Scotch court should hold invulid a will that was 
admittedly valid both in England and Scotland till the moment of W.’s 
marriage, and which would have been valid both in England and Scot 
if made the moment after W.'s marriage? To answer this question in the 





affirmative, — though the reply may seem, is to sacrifice substance 
to form, and to invalidate a will held good by Scotch law on a soft 
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To Execvrors.—VALvations FoR Prosats.—Messrs. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, 6, 5, Vigo- -street 
eading from t-street to Burliugton-gardens a street), 
{enidon, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Distribution, late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 


Gallery.—[Apvt-] 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGisTRaRs 1x ATTENDANCE on 
Emercexcy Appzat Court Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kxxewicu. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetie.—Fripay, June 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep ur Craworry. 

Deanane RerriGERATING Co, yo for winding up ted June 20, directed 

be heard July 3. Maxwell & Dampney, Bishopsgate Tt ithin, solors for petner. 
Notes of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of July 2 

Co-opsrative Sickness AnD AccipenT Associatioy, Limirep—Petn for winding up, 

— June 19, directed to be heard July 3. Neve & Co, Lime st, solors for petners. 
ome appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’elock in the after- 
noon 0! 

East Reaeae SywpicaTs, Lro«rep — Creditors}are requested, on or before Aug 3. 3, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Parson Smith, 3, Princes st 

Heywoop Ratsine axp Finisaxc Co, Lurrrep (1x Liquipatiow)—Creditors are required, 
onor before July 23, to send their names and addresses, and the their 
debts or aakaete Arthur Whittaker, 3, York st, Manchester. F Manchester, 

men ~ Co, Li Petn for winding u June 15, directed to 
vorenico Foop SuprLy ImMitED—Petn for i une 

July 3. Edmonds & Rutherford, Gt Winchester > oe for Notice 
i ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o’elock in afternoon of 


ue RANDE Rae 5 tng ee Liurrep—Petn for 
pa aur uly 8. Marton & Patterson, Old Ferey chmbrn les ~ ny einer 
Rote of a} pearing pene | reach the above-named not thang6 o’clock in the after- 
noon y2 

Pow:gy Tuomas & Co, Luonrep (rx VotunTary [ey ae are required, on 
or before July 31, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their 
claims, to Charles kawin Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff 

Sux Pouisuixe axp Piatixe Co, Luarep (uN Liqurpation)—Creditors 
or before 2h: 2, to forward full particulars of their ¢ Theodore 
Edmund Phelps, Birmingham, solor for liquidator 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, June 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Liwirep mm CHANCERY. 
by anon i Lieut Corrrotume Co, Liuirep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, 
in their names and add resses, and of their debts and claims, to John 
fa ba 100, Holdenhurst rd, Bournemouth 
Lowvox ayp Panis AUTOMOBILE "AGENcY, Lauren (1x Voturrary Liquipation)—Creditors 
are required, on or before July 31, to send their names dresses, and the 
of the debts or claims, to Ernest Wright, Norfolk Hive, Laurence Pountney hill 
Rarigicn Brick anD ‘TrLE Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before July 17, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to illiam 
nee & 5, Arundel st. Strani. Braby & Macdonald, Arundel st, Strand, solors for 


Vinings Spaurae Co, Liuitep—Petn} for winding up, 
at the Town ‘Hall PN als or Court), ae Jul 


David Neale eal, io, 


Rs (CARDIFF), Liurrep.—Petn for win 
to be heard at iff, July 12. Ingledew & Some, 
Leadenhall xf st, pr te for petners. of appearing 
Samed not later than G oroleck tn the efteraeon of July’ . 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatpay, June 15, 


Axaayostoruzo, Ev , West Derby, Liverpool J 
Heise, Liverpool ‘wet Centeal budge’ Moti} 


jasette, TUESDAY, i‘. 2-8 19, 


— 


v Parnell, Swinfen Eady, 





Pannaut, Jour, Batactwock, or Rugby, Builder July 21 
J Beabroke, Rugby 


Perey wae Derk, Sek, ees ee July 14 Perry v Perry, Swinfen 
e, 
yy A Kase See Jaly 19 Gibson v Marshall, Swinfen Eady, J 


y. 
Poot, Marrna, 
Bradle 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 26. 
N8 W, Gas Oct 24 Fletcher v 
ai Sipay a Yea, ecmpan 


*Giremns a Tettifor, Swinfen Eady and 


Stowmarket, Farmer July 26 
iendall oe Berjeants” ina, Fleet st 


poee yd Lyow, 


Woopwarp, STEPHEN Seaheon, Wetheri: 
Richardson vy Woodward, Farwell, J 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Tvussvay, June ee 
AptamM, Witv1aM, Bristol, Engineer July 31 Press & Press, 
Bersir Min Witssin Baie Buss al 3 Ws Co one 1 st, Westminster 
i “ Keeper "Say 10 10 paras st 


Bisa, Joux, High Holborn, Lodging House 
Buackmosg, Evizapers ‘eeea, ‘rd Hudson & Co, Queen Victoria st 
uly w “Hallett 
Musgrave, 


Buaxe, James, Highfield, Southampton J 
BiaysHarp, Catuenins, Keswick, Cumberland July 13 Cockermouth 
Licensed July 14 Batesons & Co, 


Bown, — a Wut, Liverpool, Victualler 


: Liverpool 
aera: 1 ~ aan Testarerrata, Vittoriosa, Malta July 13 Johnson & Son, Gray's 


sq 
Bray, Josers Frepeaick, Penistone, York, Beene Tul: “ Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Breep, Epwanrp Antes Tuomas, Brighton J Ey Carpenter, Budge row 
REeTT, Emma, P . Lancaster June eaus & fon, ¥ Warneton’ 
Sunt, 3 ‘The Hon a Masvan Owes, Gt Calverdon, Tunbridge W: Aug 22 Andrew 
& Cheale, bridge W: 
Dertvzs- Brovonro, Laurea Marcaret Bucuax, Buntingford, Hertford July 20 Stevens 
& Drayton, Queen Victoria st 
Diacens, James, Quarry Hiil, Lancaster June28 Clark & Co, 
E.uis, Mary Ann, Swavesey, Cam! June 30 Williams & Broxholm, Bloomsbury st 
Exson, Haxay Loapr, Church >» Derby, Pipe Manufacturer July 20 Flux & 
East India av 
Evans, Tuomas, Birmingham, Wire Manufacturer July 1 ary gy tee Birmingham 
Faita, Groner, Recto: ove, Clapham July 24 Levlanaky & Co st 
Fever, Jonn Tuomas, Fy gy July 20 Kettering 
Gisson, WiitiaM, Bournemouth Jaly 12 , Nottingham 
Gitseet, Eanest Aiseat, Leeds, Medicine Proprietor July 31 Farr & Walker, 


Gopwiy, James Cottavest, Bristol & Cartwright, Bristol 
Go.psmip, Josers, Brighton July 21 "Boxall & Rem , Brighton 
Gray, Atexayper, York July 2 Watkinson, Y: 
Greenway, Dovan, Bi am, Beer i 
Hat, Mary, Penrith, Cumberland’ July 17 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Hayes, Eaxest Wituiam, King William st July 7 — Garpenter, ae row 
Hit, Grores, Bickenhill, Warwick, , do Jul 
Hitz, Hannan, Birmi 
Hitt, Joun, Sheffield July 30 , Shi 
Horyxsy, Masiay Epirs, Elizabeth st, , Eaton sq July 9 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's 
ian fields 
Jouxsoy, Joux,Hove July 31 Beal, St ~~ ¥ Herts 
Kratixe, Joux, Chiswick July 20 Meynell, Furnival st 
Kencuevat, Buizaseru Axx, Southampton Jaly 17 Hallett & Martin, Southampton 
pes may — Tes sibel +, Merchant ul a eceke , Moorgate st bidgs 
CKENZIE£, Petxe, st, it J st 
Farmer July Gaeenets Benes 


Mayvina, Cuanres, Mistley, Essex, 
Maysi., Howarp Wi.tiay, sen, Handsworth, ‘aeate, Jeweller July 14 Pointon, 


Birmingham 
Mean, Groncs, Ly eH July 31 ees & Bon, Peterborough 


Miuyee, Hannan, Derby t5 Po Derby 
man Emity GmorataNa, uy ele ucks July 21 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall 


East 
a, | Sarees, Wituiam, Rock, alt Farmer July 21 RH & P W Whitcombe, 


Rowyey, Joun, Small Heath, — Redfern & 
a FLorExce .) w- y estminster 


Tecleatield. York July7 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
July 14 Trewavas & Massey, Bradford 
Py lg ie 


aly 16 = uth & Co, 


Senior, Ane, 
SHUTTLEWORTH, Susawéan, 0 Wade & 
Surrn, ALraep, Felsted, Eesex Jul: poy & 

y 


Surrn, Feaepericx, Portsmouth & Co, Portsmou 
Soromon, Exiz Aaeee, Linden gdns, July 20 J & M Solomon, Finsbury 


vemen' 

Brean, Buran eaae, Sutherland av, Maida Vale July 23 Farrar & Co, Wardrobe pl, 

Srewaat, WILLIAM Roneer Henry, Devonshire st, Portland pl July 18 Sawbridge & 
Aldermanbury 


Tatsot, Mantua, Twyford, Leicester on Ad 12 Gum 6 bets. © est Bromwich 
Woop Wirutas ; Jouy, South Shields, Maker July 28 Newlands & Newlands, 


Bouth 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, a 15. 


Arcuer, Rosa, Sidcup, Kent July 30 Bartlett, Bush 
eine, Bowie, Approach rd, Victoria Park aly i 15 Timbrell & Daighton, King 


st, 
Bartry, Atraep, Clifton, Bristol Aug 1 Spofforth, Bristo 
Berewany, Jowannes, ‘Whetstone, Commission tershant Aug 1 Wells & Sons, 
Paternoster row 
Reoewieeeee, "~ = main, eae ie 5 Seen. Se Lg 
ap, James, Axbridge, Somerse um) 
Buasé, Tuowds, Ble Bleatarn, Warcop, Westmorland, Yeoman Suly 21 yy! 
. enri 
Brick woop, Sine Dawmrrer, Boscombe. ee July 30 Bartlett, Bush In 
Camerox, Mary Growacxt, Staten Richmond, New York Aug 15 Clarke & Co, 
Ca yn vag hen ty Sea July 15 Hardy, Chancery la 
x es Ocravia, Sou on 
3 July 80 Bartlett, Bash In 


Cuanp, Barras Faraay India, Ban! 
one 2 Witla, Las Weela as Towcester, ti Labourer Julyl4 Davies, 


CoLitxas, Mary, . Devon Jalv 13 “~"3 Folgning, Deven 
Caawrorp, Mary Aun CAMPBELL, Godstone, aly ll Winterbotham & Oo, 


Caisr, Hexey, Kennington ri, Kennington July 25 Long, Kingston on Thames 
Diwonp, Cuantes, Bexley Heath, Kent, Butcher Jaiy Mu a bapeen, D 
ee Church Walks, Carnarvoa, Provision Merch int B ands tS Bone, 


Exus, Ayye Sr , Pelham st, South 19 
rena, Wr’ Wamen. sory ee A a _ - 
Fiamive, James, Grasmere J Gatey & Son, Ambleside 

Groner, cramer, duly 3 Gale #8 Yeoman July 13 Jackson & Co, Fording- 


Fox, Faanois, Plymouth July 15 Shelly & Johna, Plymouth 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








* Foutacar, Watrer Howe, Renfrew rd, Kennington, Solicitor July 31 
Bolton 


cune = Simox James, Church st, Camberwell, Draper Sept 15 Emanuel & Simmonds, 


Simoens Waean: Hebden Bridge, Yorks July7 Pickles, Halifax 


Happon, Caroune, Dover July 25 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Hates, Wiuutam Henry, St. Mary Cray, Kent, Farmer July 14 Baynes, Dartford 

Haut, Aywe Winstor CLARKE, Bournem vuth ‘Tuly 27 Payne & Fuller, Bath 

Hancock, Lucy, Banbury July 12 Fairfax, Banbury 

Hare, Matrraew Lippi, Hastings July16 Hallets & Martin, Southampton 

Haywoop, Georo1ana, Dorchester July 2 Watts & Co, Yeovil 

Heivemayy, Emity Maritpa, Hurst Green, Sussex July 31 
Winchester st 


Henpeeson, Foutarton, Rothesay, Bute, NB July 18 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 


Hiaorss, Epwarp James, Ambleside, Westmorland, Confectioner July 21 Gatey & Son, | 


Ambleside 
Hitus, Gzorcs Jonx, Lamb's Conduit st Jaly 12 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Hveuegs, Ricuarp, Portmadoc June 25 Davies & Jones, Carnarvon 
Jevieyman, Exvizasetu, Tewkeskury, Tobacconist July 14 Brown, Tewkesbury 
Joxgs, Ropert Hesry, Upper Charles st, Northampton sq Aug 1 Wells & Sons, 
Paternoster row 
Lament, Jon, Broughton in Furness July 14 Butler & Son, Broughton in Furness 
Luis, Eatty CHARLOTTE, Cheltenham July 15 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Morton, Henry Josern, Scarborough July 12 Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 
Nornisg, Jouy, Timberscombe, Somerset, Farmer July 2 Joyce & Co, Williton, Taunton 
Oakes, Tuomas Wii SMITH, Coleman st, Merchant July 30 Bartlett, Bush In 
Patrick, James, Little Cressingham, Norfolk J uly 21 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Paytoy, ‘Taomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Physician July 16 Hayes, Birmingham 
PEansox, Eowis James, Berkhamsted, Herts July 14 Monier-Williams & Robinson, Gt 
‘ower st 
Porter, Cuartotre Exvizaseta, Whiteknights,nr Reading Aug 1 Waterhouse & Co, 
ew ct, Lincoln’s inn 
Preston, Josera Taomas, Church End, Finchley July 21 Oldfield & Co, Walbrook 
Rawson, Ropert, Havant, Hants, JP July 24 Stainer, Southsea 


Fullagar & Co, | 


Lyne & Holman, Gt | 


> | 
u: 
————— 
Roserts, Revsen WILuAM, | scr Barrister at Law, M A, LL =~ 14 Arnison 
SS SS 5 RR APS al 
OSTRON, Jou, Southpo: nes, Paper Merchau' uly ardner - Manchester 
RorHweELt, WILLIAM Mutts, Southport, Lancs July 27 Williams, Southpor ey 
Sacer, Caagues, Dartford, Engineer July 14 Baynes, Dartford 
SEAGER, Larkina Joun, Dartford, Engineer July 14 Baynes, Dartford 
Surtu, Josera, Lkley Yorks, Timber erchant July 13 Birdsall & Cross, ScarboF pugh 
Sarre, Maniax, Scarborough July 13 Birdsall & Crogs, Scarborough 
Suirs, Mary Ans, Tipton, Staffs July 16 Baker & Co, Birmingham 
Srartve, CHARLES, Gravesend, Kent, JP July 30 Bartlett, Bush ln 
Srickianp, Emma, ‘Bournemouth June 14 Bull & Bull, jeorenene 
Summers, Jony Witt1aMs, Dartford July 14 Baynes, Dartfor v 
Tausot, Joun ReGivaLp "Fraxcis Gzorce, Rhode Hill, Gas July 23 Witham & Co, 
Gray’s inn sq 
Taytor, Anniz, Beeston, Notts July 20 Clifton & Co, poetiaghom 
THAIN, Mazrna, Lowestoft July 13 Johnson, Lowestoft 
Toop, Evizasera QuaxrreRuaty, Bexley Heath, Kent July 14 Baynes, Bexley Heath 
Torasi, Mary Priscitta Apexaipe, Brighton Aug 9 Shaw, Chancery ln 
Torner, Mary, Halifax July7 Pickles, Halifax 
TuBNER, Wiiran, West Side, Clapham Common July 30 Matthews & Co, Union Bank 
chmbrs, Southwark 
VAILLANT, FREDERICK Naruaxtet, Brixton July 23 Hughes & Co, Budge row 
Vou a Exce.pest, Camden Wood, Chislehurst Aug 8 Ingle & Co, New 
road st 
Wa ker, ALexanper, Mirfield, Woollen Manufacturer Augi Ibberson, Heckmondwike 
Wetssy, WILLIAM, Biackpool June 30 Radclitfes & Higginson, Blackburn 
Wuitz, Corweivs, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, Commission Agent July3l1 AH&A 
Ruston, Newmarket : 
Wickes, Rev Joun Beck, Boughton, Northampton July 14 Browne & Wells, North. 
ampton 
Wittiams, Betsy, Banbury July12 Fairfax, Banbury 
Witiiamson, Witt1am, Middlesbrough, Labourer July 12 Watson, Middlesbrough 
Wvulz, ~ apd ExizasrtH, Devonshire st, Portland pl July 25 Barker & Nairne, 
Crosby sq 
Youncuussanp, Mary Janz, Waskerley, Durham, Engineer July 26 Aynsley, Consett 








Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, June 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bacsuaw, Hesrx, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet Junei14 Ord June 14 | 

BatrersHatt, Hexry Joux. East Stonehouse, Devon, | Avery, 
Provision Dealer Plymouth Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Beastgy, ALBERT Morcan, Neath, Glam, Licensed 
Victualler Aberavon Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Bexsamin, Rovzrt, Shirenewton, Mon, Farm Labourer 
Newport,Mon Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Bznziz, G@ M, Moorgate st, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet May3 Ord June 14 

Brapiey, Jons Water, Bradford, Plasterer Bradford 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Brows, Witrer, Newton Abbot Devon, Bookseller 

Pet June 15 Ord June 15 3 

Buiier, Caartes Jous, Gt Yarmouth, Auctioneer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June2 Ord June 16 

Catvert, Bensamin, Bradford, Ironmonger Bradford Pet 
Jone 15 Ord June 15 | 

Cuarutey, Jous Heatoy, Horsforth, nr Leeds. Agent in Bilk | | CaRrTER, Wissen 
Yarns Pet June 15 Ord June 15 | 

Cotes, Hexry, Portxmouth, Builder Portsmouth Pet | 
June 14 Ord June 14 Silk 

Corpwe.., Tom Henry, Cainscros:, nr Stroud, Glos, Brewer Leeds 
Gloucester Pet Junel16 Ord Jue 16 Co.ss, Heyry, 

Cartan, Arsert J, Ealing, Butcher Brentford Pet 
May 14 Ord June 15 

Dasrers, James, Rudheath, nr Northwich, Platelayer 
Crewe PetJune15 Ord June 15 

Ex.1s, Epwarp, Dewsbury, Piano Dealer 
Jone 14 Ord June 14 


Farmers 


117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


14, Bedford row 
Sypney, 


8 14, Bedford row 


| Dixow, James H, South 
Dewsbury Pet 


Fagn, Witi14m, Ewias Harold. Hereford, Labourer Leo- | 
minster Pet June 16 Ord June 16 | Fase, Wins, Ewias Harold, Hereford, Labourer June 
} 


Featnesstoxe, Joszrn, Wallsend on Tyne, Northumber- 
land, Labourer Durham Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Hawrsors, Fraxx, Streatham, Stationer Wandsworth 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


Victualler Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 16 Ord June 16 | June 27 at il Off 
Isrnazt, HH, East deigh, Kilburn Priory High Court Pot Hagman, Joux Artuur, 
April 30 Ord June 15 June 27 at 3.30 


te Maker 

Ksicut, Ricnarp, Buckingham gate, St James’s Park, Carey 
Chemist High Court Pet April 25 Ord June 16 

Lewis, Hager, Hurst, Berks, Builder Reading Pet June | 
13 Ord June 13 

Liorp, Emsty, Pontwelly, Liangeler, Carmarthen, Con- 
fectioner Carmarthen Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Locivs & Woustry, Waterbead, nr Oldham, Builders 

Idham Pet May 24 Ord June 14 
Mippiemiss, Witt1am Rovert, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Ne le on Tyne Pet June1 Ord June 15 
— ~~ — Tuompson, Leeds Leeds PetJunei3 Ord 


Puais, ems Bolton, Cycle Maker Bolton Pet June 14 
Ord June 1 


Pet June 16 Ord June 16 | 


keeper 
Bristol 


June 2at3 14, 
Bank ruptey bldgs, 
11 191 


132, York rd, Westminster 
Reay, Rape ne Ware Curvorp, Wexford, Actor High 
Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 | 
Rosixsos, Atyrep, Blackburn, Cabinet Maker Blackburn | 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Rosissox, Gzozor Lovecy, Saltnev, nr Chester Stoke 
upon Trent Pet May 28 Ord June 15 
Ropaway, James, West Christchurch, Southampton, 
Labourer Winches‘er Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Rows, Tou, Bedminster, Bristol, Commercial Clerk Bristol 
‘ Bet Jano 15 Ord June 18 
nomas, THomas Witiram Partie Bridgend, (Hatt 
watt Pet June 15 | Urd — 
ABD, gency, Cr 7 Hereford Worcester 
w ag” Ord June 16 ™ — 
sus, Evwarp | ae Woolwich High ‘ 
June 11 Ord June 1 ame 
hots: ~~ pammane Vike Leicester Pet June 16 Ord 


Ware. Janez, East Coker Mills, nr Yeovil, Mil ‘ 
Pet June 1’ Ord June 13 — ve 


22, Park row, 


Neat, Joun Freyca, 
Traveller 


June 27 at 11 
Puain, Percy, — 
Exchange st, Bolto 
Propuert, 
June 29 at 11 

Stockport 


| Woopwarp, Rosert Krex, and Jesse Wixetey Woop- 
warD, Lower Dunsforth, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
York Pet June13 Ord June 13 


Avocet, Evax, Cardiff Grocer June’ 27 at 8 Off Rec RosenTHALL, Isaac, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor June 27 
: at 1 


ArTFIELD, Grorae, Barking, Essex, Grocer July 2 at 12 | 


Plymouth June 27 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Barker, Apert James, Weybridge June 29 at12.30 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 
BELimay, Rosert JAMES, Wert B Bromwich, Dentiet July 6 
at 10.15 Law Courts, Lom 
| Benzre, G M, Moorgate st, Company Promoter 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Borstey, Josera Atkins, Grove Park, Chiswick July 2 at 


Brapviey, Jopn Water, Bradford, Plasterer June 28 at 

Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Brows, Witrrip, ‘Newton Abbot, Devon, Bookseller July 
12 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Catvert, BexJamiy, Bradford. Tronmonger June 29 at 3 

ec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

INDYBANK, Watford, Hairdresser June 
28at12 14, Bedford row 

CHARNLEY, Jous Heaton, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Agent in 

Yarns June 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Portsmouth, ‘Builder June 28 at 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Daxsy, Jony, Great Driffield, Yorks, Tropmonger June 27 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Luffenham, Rutland, Contractor 
June 27 at 2.30 Off Rec. a. Berridge st, Leicester | 

| Exrtis, Epowarp, Dewsbury, Piano Dealer June 27 at 10.30 

Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 


28 at 1.80 4, Corn sq, Leominste r 

Nottingham, Commission 
June 27 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 

Nettin gham 

Herret.t, Rates, Hexham, Noathumberland, Licensed Sassenaei z, Pearson, Stanks, nr Leeds, Cab Proprietor 


——. WItiiam GrorGE, 


, 22, Park row, Leeds 
’Pontycymmer, Glam, Haulier 
| Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Card:ff 
Krexey, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon Hu!l | Harris, Ricuarp a. Braemar rd, South Tottenham, 
une 27 at 11 


Seas , Witiram, Trowbridge, Wilt 
June 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Hower, Jonny Wii.1am, Grays, Essex, Commercial Clerk | 
ford row 

Isragt, H H, Eastleigh, Kilburn Priory July 3 at 11 | 

arey st 

Jacosson, Racuet, Birmingham, Tobacco Dealer July 2 at Pet 

, Corporation st, Birmingham 

JAMES, Epwarp Grorce, Ross, Hereford, Grocer June 27 

at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 
JonzEs, WALTER THomas, Thornton Heath June 23 at 11.30 | Leomi 


Locxwoop, Witure Woirexpven, Dogley Bar, Kirkburton, 

nr Huddersfield, Tailor June 28 at’ 3 
Prudential bldgs, "New st, Huddersfiel 

Marsaatt, Frepesric Tuomas, ee pal Stortford, Tobac- 
conist Jane 27 at3 14, Bedford 

| Moorr, Hexay Fepenee, Leeds June ¢ 2%atill Off Rec, 


Monzis, Frank, heuhenoush st, Pimlico, Boot Maker July Hull 
2 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 6 arey st 
Moas & Co, J, Camomile st, Japan Merchants June 27 at 
12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
arpenden, Herta, = pad Merchant's 
June 29 at 12 14, Bedford 
Peoter, James Hexry Grist, Stroud, Glos, , ee 
Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Cycle Maker June 22 at 3 19, 


ames, Edgeley, Stockport, Provision Dealer 
ie Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, June 18 


Bean, Caartes WALTER CuirrorD, b+ Actor June 
28 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ritey, Water, Cloughfold, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Stock. 
broker June 29 at 11.15 Town Hall, Rochdale 


Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Rowe, Tom, Bedminster, Bristol, Commercial Clerk June 
27 at 11.45 Off Rec, 06, Baldwin st, Bristol 

| Serer, Bam, Oldbury, Worcester, Cab Proprietor June 
29at11 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Stantoy, Tomas, Gt Grimsby June 27 at11 Off Rec, & 

ry’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Srevens, Coastes WALTER, Mountnessing, Eesex, Black- 
smith July4at12 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Tozer, Ernest WAttTER, Edmonton, Tailor July 28 at 
3 14, Bedford row 

Vennett, Frank Epwarp, Handsworth. Manchester 
Warehouseman June 27 at 11 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Wess, Epwarp AtBert, Woolwich, Clothier 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wuire, Jasez, East Coker Mills, nr Yeovil, Miller June 
28 at2 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catheriae st. Salisbury 

Wuire, Witu1am Francis, Worcester, Auctioneer June 
28at11 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Woopwarp, Ropert Kirk, and Jesse Wiketey Wood- 
warp, Low Dunsforth, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
Farmers June 29at2.30 Off Rec, ‘Ihe Ked House, 
Duncombe pl, Yorks 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bacsuaw, Henry, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Grocer 
Trent Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 
BarressHatt, Henry Jouy, East Stonehouse, Devon, Pro- 
vision Dealer Plymouth Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Beastey, Atpert Morcan, Neath, Glam, Licensed Vic 
tualler Neath Pet June14 Ord June 14 
Bensamin, Rosert, Shirenewton, Mon, Farm Labourer 
Newport, Mon Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 
Brapiey, Jouw Waren, Bradford, Plasterer Bradford 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
CatverT, Bensamin, anon, Ironmonger Bradford 
Pet June 15 Ord June 1 
Campiox, CHARLES Wits. Southend on Sea, Plumber 
Chelmsford Pet May22 Ord June 14 
| Carter, Watter Winpysank, Watford, Hairdresser St 
Albans Pet June12 Ord June 15 
CHARNLEY, Joun Hearoy, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Agent in 
Silk Yarns Leeds Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Cours, Henry, Portsmouth, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
| Corpwett, Tom Henry, Cainscross, nr Stroud, Brewer 
Gloucester Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
| Dixox, James H, South Luffenham, Rutland, Contractor 
Leicester Pet May 25 Ord June 16 
Dygr, Cates, Northampton, Pawnbroker Northampton 
May 26 Ord June 14 
Ex.is, Epwarp, eer Piano Dealer Dewsbury Pet 
June 14 Ord June 1 
Farr, WItiam, wins Harold, mente, Labourer 
inster Pet June 16 Ord June 1 
Bridge Featurrstone, Joszrx, Wallsend on Tyne, Northumber- 
»Labourer Durham Pet June i4 Ord June l4 
Hawruorw, Frank, Streatham, Stationer Wandsworth 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Hoses, Ratrn, Hexham, Northumberland, Licensed 
ctualler Newcastle on Tgne Pet June 16 Ord 
J one 16 
Kiaxsy, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Leonarp, Lione, Faeperick, Socthcee, 
Author Portamorth Pet Ma 
Lewis, Harry, Hurst, Berks, Builder Readiog Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 
Lioyp, Emity, Pontwelly, Liangelor, Carmarthen, Confec- 
tioner Carmarthen Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Mixer, Witu1am Owen, Wavertree, Liverpool, Cabinet 
Maker Liverpool Pet May 16 Ord June 15 
Moore, Hexyry Tuomrson, Leeds Pet June13 Ord 


bard st, West Bromwich 
June 28 


June 28 at 


Burton on 


Bankruptcy bldga, 
Book- | 


OR Ree, 


Kingston upon 


Hants, Dramatic 
Ord June 14 


Ossoane, Epwarv Cuantes Hanoxp, Bexley Heath, Kent, 
‘ Solicitor Rochester Pet May1 Ord June 14 





June 
=——— 
Pe Toe 


Wessox, WILL 
Jane 16 


Wooowarp, R 
WARD, - 


LENBERG, 1 
Woo! ?: 
y, GRORC 
be} Ord Ju 
Amenied not 


Foues, WILL’ 
Taper Bla 
Amended no 
ssato, Re 

7} Pet ! 


AD 

Asozesos, WIL 

Coventry, PI 
Tune 12 


doovs, Joserx, 
Pet = 18 
Bankes, THoma 
Windsor Pi 
Basxer, WILLLA 


keeper Colc 
Basses, AMYNT! 


4 Higl 
Pe Caan 
Court Pet J 
BovaveLaine, Ji 
Ord June 19 
Brooxes, Tuomas 
Cout Pet 3 
Oursninz, Frep! 
Pet June 19 
Coumas, Wiotta: 
June 19 
Cougrvorp, Win 
Pet June 19 


Doss, AnTavur, J 

be gy 19 
anys, ANNIE 

Hudderstield 

Kuorr, F, Kett! 
Pe 
Bvass, Wituras | 
Pet Ju 
Pause, Austin 


sox, Eurry J 


Win, I 
marthen Pet. 
va! , Epwat 
May 23 Ord J 

Watrer Ca 








anchester 








New 
dwike 
T&A 
‘orth. 


fairne, 
sett 
June 
Stock- 
une 27 
June 
June 
Rec, St 
Black- 
28 at 


chester 
ion st, 


28 at 

June 
pury 

June 
W oon. 


Y orks, 
House, 


on on 
a, Pro- 
e16 

d Vic 
bourer 
adford 
adford 
amber 
8t 


ent in 


er 


mouth 
Brewer 
tractor 
mm ptoa 
y Pe 
bourer 
im dere 
ne 14 

sworth 


censed 
Ord 


| upon 
ama tic 

Pet 
‘onfec- 
‘a binet 
3 Ord 
, Kent, 
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Pusit, PERCY, Bolton, Cycle Maker Bolton Pet June 14 
ne 

pn Onan WALTER se if tae \ eee Actor High 
Court Pet Jume14 Ord June 1 

Rave, T&EODORE FrrpinaxpD nl y, Plum _ Tree et, 
Farringdon st, Electrical Engineer High Court Pet 

Ord June 16 













MRoBiNsON, pases —, Cabinet Maker Blackburn 
Pet June 16 Ord June 1 
PopawAY JAMES, West Christchurch, Southampton, 


F fabourer Winchester Pet June 15 ‘Ord June 15 
Rose, JOSEPH, Byker Hill, Newcastle on Tyne, Slippe 
Maker Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 25 Ord June id 
Bors, Tox, Bedminster, Bristol, Commercial Clerk Bristol 
15 Ord June 15 
Fag Tease KeEMBALL, ay ae Upholsterer Roches- 
ter Pet May 30 Ord Junel 
Taovas, THOMAS Win, Sunnyside, Bridgend, Hatter 
Cardiff Pet June15 Ord June 1 
Wessos, Witt14m, Leicester * paond Pet June 16 Ord 
une 16 
w.. Aal Rosert Kirk, and Jzsse Wixetzy Woop- 
warp, Low Dunsforth, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
Farmers York Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
WooussBeRG, SAMUEL, Darnley rd, Hackney, Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 16 
yxury, Grores, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth Pet June 
13 Ord June 16 
Amenied notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 4: 
Howes, Wittt1am Epwarp, Darwen, sone, Operative 
faper Blackburn Pet May 1 Ord May 
Amended notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of June 
HusuxaTo, Deene Saunas Ak Collier Pontg- 
pridd Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Ayozesos, WitL1Am James, Stone Cottage, Fillongley, nr 
Saat, Physician Coventry Adjud Jan29 Annul 














June 12 
Gazette. emer, —_ 22, 
RECEIVING OKDE m — 
vs, JoserpH, Pontypoo He ean ewport, Mon 
on, June 18 Ord June 18 


Basses, THomas, Dudiey rd, Southall, Glass Merchant 
Windsor Pet May 31 Ord June 16 

Basser, Wittiam Freperick, Gt Horkesley, 
keeper Colchester June 18 Ord June ig 

Basses, Auyntis, Gillingham, Dorset, Builder Salisbury 


Essex, Inn- 


Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Besos, ALpHonss, Laurence Pountney hill, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet May8 Ord June 19 


Buoowes, Coartes Epwarp, Doughty st, Solicitor High 
Qourt Pet June 12 Ord June 18 
BovapeLaise, Joun, Chiswick Brentford Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 
Brooxes, Tuomas Grorce, Gibson sq, Islington High 
Comt Pet May 28 Ord June 19 
Outsning, Freperick Wiiuiam, Walsall, Baker Walsall 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Comas, Wittiam, Hastings Hastings Pet May 30 Ord 
June 19 
CougevorD, WinirakeD, Penzance, Fancy Dealer 
Pett June 19 Ord June 19 
Cosurrz, James LAwsence, Dukinfield, Cheshire Ashton 
er Lyne PetJune 20 Ord June 20 
Qvewaix, FrepeRicK, Huntingdon, Jeweller 
— 19 Ord June 19 
Docortt, Montacur, Palace rd, Streatham Hill, Leather 
t High Court . Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Doxs, Antaur, Andover, ate, Cycle Agent salisbury 
— 19 Ord June 1 
ANNIE, Paddock, Huddersfield, Dressmaker 
petderetcld Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Kuwort, F, Kettlebrook, Tamworth, Staffs, Builder Bir- 
Pet May 21 Ord June 20 
Brass, Wituiam Joun, —, Essex, Saddler High 
Court Pet June19 Ord J une 1 
Futoise, Austix, Hanley, General biniee Pet 
May 31 Ord June 20 
Gusay, Wittiam, Thursby, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
PtJune 20 Ord June 20 
TLE, Grorce, Somerbridge, Leeds, Yorks, 
Grocer Northallerton Pet June i8 Ord June 18 
Hismeaves, Atsert Epwarp, Blackburn, Boot Dealer 
Blackburn Pet June16 Ord June 20 
, ArTuur, Ledbury, Hereford Worcester Pet 
Juei8 Ord June 18 
, Abert, Nottingham, Cabinet Maker Notting- 
ham Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Herr, Aunent EpWArb, Suvsetoeh, Essex, Licensed Vic- 
tuler Chelmsford’ Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
OnNSON, Emiry Janz, Headless Cross, Redditch, Grocer 
Birming'! Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
exes, WILLIAM, eirne, Carmarthen, Miller Car- 
marthen Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
cuuax, Epwarp Ciaupz, Highgate High Court Pet 
May 23 Ord June 20 
im, WALTER A anardad Trealaw, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
By Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Tuomas, East Sheen, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet May 28 Ord June 19 
Ord duet , Liverpool, Jeweller Liverpool Pet May 30 


Truro 


Peterborough 















Hanley 








































ondax, Joun, Liansamlet, nr Swansea, Grocer Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 

apo Rusholme, easiest, Baker Manchester 
June 18 Ord June 1 

tat, Joun Henny Warminster, Wilts, Painter Frome 

June 20 ne 20 

pakuay, Epwix Joun, “Neyland, Pembroke, Cycle Dealer 

Pembroke Dock Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

, Anraur, Prestwich, Lancs, Manufacturing Chemist 
mi Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

ry Cuar.es, Doncaster, Joiner Sh:ffi ld Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 

D, Faank Witiiam, Weymouth, Dont, Fruit Merchant 

Pet June 19 Ord Jun 














NORWAY and the BALTIC 
SUMMER CRUISES 





‘1th July. 


10th August. 


SPITZBERGEN, NORTH CAPE, the FJORDS. 
Fares from 30 Guineas. 


CHRISTIANIA, GOTHENBURG, STOCKHOLM, 
KONIGSBERG, DANTZIG, 
ISLAND OF RUGEN, COPENHAGEN, 
KIEL CANAL, SCHEVENINGEN (for the Hague), &c. 
Fares from 30 Guineas. 


28 Days. 


28 Days. 








By P. & O. cruisinc yacuot VECTIS 


{ NORTHUMBERLAND AVENUE, W.C.,) ¢oxnaw 
122, LEADENHALL STREET, E.c., § LONDON. 


6,000 tons. 
6,000 h.p. 











Passages may be booked— 
a 
18 ‘Ord June! 
8c “— , JAMES, Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet June18 Ord 
une 18 
Scotuern, James, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet June 20 
une 20 


SripesoTuaM, Josern, Ardwick, Manchester, Pork Butcher 
Manchester Pet June19 Ord June 19 


Tuompsox, ALBERT Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull, 
Architect Kingston upon Hull Pet June 19 Ord 
June 19 

Waker, Samvuet, Stockport, Cheshire, Engineer Stock- 
porc Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Warren, ALBeErt, Salford, Lancs, Jeweller Salford Pet 


June 20 Ord June 19 : 
WittrAms, Joan Hewry, Princes End, Tipton, Staffs, Pit 
Sinker Dudley Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Wraseuam, Wittiam Hesry, Falcon rd, Clapham Junction, 
Provision Dealer Wandsworth ‘Pet June 18 Ord 
June 18 
Yovett, Rosert, Barnsley, Draper Barnsley Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bagsuaw, c— Preston, Draper July 2 at 10.30 Off 


Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Barker, Wituram FREDERICK, Gt Horkesley, aie Inn- 
keeper July 6at 11 Cups Hotel, Col ester 


tualler July 3 at 12.30 Townhall, Neat 
Bioomer, CuarLes Epwarp, | st, Solicitor July 3 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Brookes, THomas GEORGE, Gibson sq, Islington, Restaurant 
Keeper July5at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bu . RNEBR ee Takeley, Essex July 3ati12 14, 
‘ord 


Daytrets, J. Rs 
30 at 12 “Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Sta 

“——~ Mowracue, Palace rd, Streatham nil, Leather 

rehant July Zat 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Brave. Wituiam Joun, Leytonstone, nn, Saddler July 
5at 12 ptey bl cont st 

meme > rye JOsEPH, on Tyne, Labourer 

8at8 Off Rec, 3, ener a Sunderland 

Fuae, e Jous and Tomas Rosser, lwansea, Builders July 
5 al Off Rec, 31, ‘saenantion vO Swansea 

Gusev, Wituan, Caerau, nr Bridgend, F Haulier June 
30 at 11 Off Rec, 117, St Mary 

Heprevt, Rates, Hexham, Northumberland, Licensed 


Victualler July 2at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Hopass, Agruur, eaw. Hereford June30at11.15 45, 
Cope m st, Worces' 

Kiaxsy, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull June 30 atli Off 
Rec, House In, Hull 

Les, WacTer Onanies, Trealaw, Glam, Collier July 2 at 
3 185, High st, Merthyr Tydtil 


Luoyp, Emity, Pontwelly Liangeler, Carmarthen, Con- 

fectioner June 30 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 
Mippuiemiss, Witu1Am Ropert, Heaton, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, Grocer July 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Morr, a Rusholme, Manchester, Baker June 30 at 11 
0 Byrom st, Manchester 
NIcKLIN, Henry BewJ amin, 
July 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
com, Exoca TRAvi1s, and Freperiok Tuomas Jones, 

age enware Manufacturers July 2at 12 Off 
ing st, Newcastle, Staffs 
paste Witu1am Baistow, Kingston upon Hull, Draper 
June 30 at 11.15 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hall 
Red House, Duncombe 

Reo, 35, Victoria st, _ 
mee... a, James, Christchurch, Labourer 
July 2 at 3 Off Reo, Mdina} Bank cl » awl High st, 
Southampton 


Spreappury, Eveviwe Ameria, Bournemouth July 2 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 


winnie Posty Cradley, Herts June 30 at 11.30 
45, 





ee B, Wetherby, Yorks Yorks Pet May 22 





Cope! orcester 


Beasitey, ALBERT Morcay, Neath, Glam, Licensed Vic- | 


Rudheath, nr Northwich, Emsinger June 


Wednesbury, Staffs, Grocer | 


amy, ee Borreri.t, Wothety July 4 at3 Off Ree, 
Roberts, = J, Waterloo, Lancs, Prpobacto Dealer July 2 at 
2.30 





Reece, Marty, Stuiley ri 


Sanpry, pene: SEE, Swansea Swansea Pet June | Wesson, Wirtram, Leicester July 2 at 12 Off Ree, 1, 


Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ampus, Josern, ey Auctioneer Newport, Mon Pet 


June18 Ord June 1 
Barker, WILiiamM ae Gt MHorkesley, Essex, 
Innkeeper Colchester Pet June 18 Ord June 18 


Baryes, Anverws, Gillingham, Dorset, Builder Salisbury 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Bettman, Ropert James, West Bromwich, me, Dentist 
West’ Bromwich Pet June? Ord June 20 

Berrany, Watters Prart, Queen Victoria st, Journalist 
High’ Court Pet Mayil Ord June 19 

Bovurpetating, Jonny, Burli » Chiswick Brentford 
Pet Junei9 Ord June 19 

Comerrorp, WINIFRED, Penzance, Fancy Dealer 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

CorrigtD, Wituiam Fereperick, Sparkhill, Worcester, 
Musician Birmingham Pet May 31 Ord June 18 

Cripiay, ALsErt J, The Grove, Ealing, Butcher Brent- 
ford Pet May14 Ord June 20 

Cuntirre, James Lawrences, Dukinfield, Cheshire Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet June20 Ord June 20 

Curwatn, Freperickx, Huntingdon, Jeweller Peterborough 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Daytets, JAMEs, Rudheath, nr B cceta ad Platelayer 

. — Pet June 15 Ord June 20 Salics 

UKE, TauR, Andover, Cycle Agent uu. Pet 

June 19 Ord June 19 a Kd 

Dureans, Axnre, Haddersfield, Dressmaker Huddersfield 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Evays, Witt1am Jonny, Leytonstone, Essex, Saddler High 
Court Pet June19 Ord June 19 


Truro 


Gort, Srencer WIti1am, — College st High Court 
Pet April 2 Ord June 1 

Gaauam, WILLIAM, Thursby, “Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Harpcastie, Gorse, Semmned bridge, nr Leeds, Grocer 
Northallerton Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Hoses, Joux WI1iam, Putaty, Wandsworth 
Pet May 24 Ord June 1 

Hopess, Arrava, caer. Hereford Worcester Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Howarrta, R'cuarp ome, euicaehid High Court 
Pet Feb2 Ord June 15 

Hupson, ALBert, Ni binet Maker Nottinz- 
ham Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Jaconsoy, Racuet, Birmingham, Tobacco Dealer Bir- 
mii Pet May 24 Ord June 18 

Jouxson, Emtty Jane, Headless Cross, Redditch, Grocer 
Birming Pet June 20 Ord June 20. 

Wituax, Li er Gouanan, Miller 
rmarthen Pet June 19 Ord June 1 
Portman 


Jones, 
Ca 


Kertieweit, Artuus Mincs.ey, ke 
sq_ High Court Pet Feb3 Ord June 20 

Les, Wares Caares, Trealaw, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Monraan, Jonny, Liansamlet, nr Swansea, Grocer Swansea 

M a Jame od y ny Madcles Tonk Madel 

ornis, WALTER eer, " eeper eley 

Pet June8 Ord June 

Morr, Joux, Rusholme, Manchester, Baker Manchester 
Pet June 18 Ord June 

Neat, Joun Henry Warminster, Wilts, Painter Frome 


Pet June 2) “Ord Ju 
Oakey, Epwix Jos, “Neviand, Pembroke, Cycle Dealer 
Pembroke Pet June 19 Ord June 19 


Papmore, Samvet, Horton’s Wood, nr Wellington, Salop 
Farmer Madeley Pet June2 ‘Ord June 20 

Pouurrt, Arava, Prestwi Manufacturing 
Chemist Salforl Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Rawson, Cuances, Doncaster, Joiner Sheflield Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 

Reap, Fraxyx Wittram, Weymouth, Fruit Merchant 
Dorchester Pet June be Ord June 19 

Contractor High 


March 13 Ord June 19° 


Court Pet 

Reip, Vernon Borreatt, Wetherby, Yorks York Pet 
May 22 June 19 

Rosiysox, Frank, Stockport, Estate Agent Stockport 


Pet 18 Ord June 18 
| Rontrsox, Geornas Lovery, Saltney, ar Chester Stoke 
upon ‘Trent Pet Pet May 23 Ord June 20 
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Rysoxs, E Hicxs Bracu, Kew Gardens Croydon Pet 
March 30 Ord June 
, Baypry, Frepericx + rr Swansea Swansea Pet 
June18 Ord June! 
coe, 2 James, Bar <2 Tailor Barnsley Pet Jane 20 
rn 
Soort, Sones. Cailisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet June 18 
Ord June 1 
SiprnoTHam, , Ardwick, Manchester, Pork Butcher 
Manchester Pet June19 Ord June 19 
Tuoxesoy, ALbert Epwanrp, Kingston upon Hull, Architect 
ingston upon Hull Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Watxer, Samvzi, Stockport, Engineer Stockport Pet 
.Junel9 Ord June 19 
‘An, Wruam Precy, Cradley, Hereford Worcester 
Pet May 25 Ord June 20 
Warren, Abenrt, Salford, Lancs, Jeweller Salford Pet 
June19 Ord June 19 
Waite, Janez, East Coker Mills, nr Yeovil, 
Miller Yeovil Pet June1 Ord June 18 
Wuuiams, Joan Henny, Princes Fnd, Tipton, Staffs, Pit 
Sinker Dudley Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Wraxouam, Wiii1AM Henry, Falcon rd, Ciagham Senet ion, 
ae Dealer Wandsworth Pet June 18 Ord 
une 18 
Youstt, Ropert, Barnsley, Draper Barnsley Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 


Somerset, 








AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For 
illaddeee per cent. will be taken off the 


» & 
8 per sheet. 
3 per 20 folios. 
2 per folio. 
0 per — 
2 per 


——_ 
ollowing 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 
A LADY Receives Paying Guests in her 
a 





comfortable, refined home; nice garden; youn 
3 a terms moderate.—114, Highbury- new- 


PAnooHiAr and other Registers and 

Py =p Searched, Pedigrees Traced and Compiled.— 
. Gapspen (Clerk to the late C. J. Partington, of 

Gray” 's-inn), 19, Middle-lane, Crouch End, London, N, 


A GARDEN is a Great Laxury to Flat 
Dwellers.—Over four acres of tennis and other lawns 
and flower gardens are kept up exclusively for the residents 
ia Queen’s Club-gardens, West Kensiogton.— Send post- 
card to the Sones Orrice for booklet and all particulars. 


ours WALES COAL PROPERTIES, 
well chosen, have a grand prospect now; Advertiser 
can introduce some of the finest situated Properties, 
developed or otherwise.—Capitalists, Syndicates, and Pro- 
moters should address Carpoy, care of Coe’s, 20, High 


» W.C. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS Wanted 

to Purchase by Trustees to Charity Fund.—Solicitors 

and Vendors are invited to send particulars to May & 
Rowpex, 39, Maddox-street, W. 


MORTGAGE SECURITIES Required, 
Freehold or Leasehold, by firm of Solicitors having 
several sums to place out, —Kini y send particulars in first 
instance to Surveyors, Messrs, Setrz & Co., 34, Old 
Jewry, EC, 


MO2TG4GE SECURITIES Required for 
Funds of from £500 to £10,000; Interest 4 to 4} per 
cent.; Flats or Leasehold Weeklies not entertain 

Particulars to Lender’s Surveyors, Messrs. Wniroso, 
Dixon, & Winper, Henrietta-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 


VV Sei InsT aR, Parliament Street. — 

SOLICITORS, ENGINEERS, and Others,— 

Fy capital Light OFFICES TO LET, on Third Floor, rent 

py ete um inclusive ; also several others in best part 

of -street.—A pply, J. E. Surra, Auctioneer, Sur- 
veyor, &c., 23, Chapel-street, Grosvenor-place, 8.W. 


USNISHED HOUSE Wanted for July 
and age at or near Goathland; five bed, two 
reception, bath, and good garden; no chi ren.— Mrs. C., 
care of Glazier & ag 18, Knightsbridge; London, §. W. 


* OFFICE, 21, Penton-place, 

W.C.—RENTS COLLECTED and RE- 
COVERED ; potion SALES conducted. Solicitors’ 
and Railway References. 


ONEY.—Wanted, £1,000 to £6,000, each 


at br cent. ; two-thirds value : excellent Freehold 
Securities ; Fiiverpool distr G. Nayiozs & Co., 
Surveyors, ” Centr on ve og Livexpool 


AYMOND HOUSE, 32 and 34, Theo- 

bald's-road —Suites of OFFICES to LET, from £50; 

sleo Ground Floor ANNEX of seven rooms. —Apply, 
Gro. Warmourn, Architect, on the premises. 


Lite Pesola ADVAECED at moderate interest 
and Long Leaseholds. The M 
is attractive, 


, Manacer, Star 






































ze 
ee as it does for 

moderate annual pay- 
e Assurance Society, 32, 





Telephone : 602 Holbora. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep mx THs Reien oy Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 











The Cream of Cocoas. 


EPPS'S 


Contains all the nutriment 


COCOA 





of the Choicest Nibs. 





IMPERIAL ROYAL 


A UStBran EXHIBITION, 
EaRL’S COURT. 
Under the Patronage o 

H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


AN =e OF ARTS, INDUSTRIES AND | 
ANUFACTURES, 


un der the auspices o of 
THE AUSTRIAN ON Ease. 
Open 11 a.m. to 11 p.m. Admission Is. 
SEASUN TIC ETS, 10s. 64. 

THE MASTERPIECES of LEADING ARTISTS. 
CHARMING PICTURES. EXQUISITE STATUTARY. 
HANDICRAFTS of the VIENNESE GUILDS. 
ones} FURNITURE— aL oe Gin 

LASS—ART PRINTING VIENNA AT WORK, 
BAKERY—DAIRY—SAUSAGE FACTORY. 
A TRIP THROUGH LOVELY A 
GRAND MILITARY AND PROMENADE C CONCERTS. 
Band of the 2ist Lancers. 
Mestrozzi’s Austrian Band of 37 Players. 


'Y ROL VILLAGE inthe EMPRESS HALL 
Life in the Mountains— Real Waterfall —Ice = 
Tyroler ae and Dances—V;: 


t i production 
SUMMER THEATRE—VIENNA BY NIGHT. 
Under the direction of Herr Gabor Steiner. 
GREAT PANORAMA OF THE BATTLE OF ISEL. 
THE SALT MINE. 
An extraordinary reproduction of a famous Austrian mine 
Shoot the gr he chutes. Ferry the Brine Lake. 
THE VIENNA PRATER. 
The Wurstel Man. Otto's WonderCats. Bicycle Circus. 
Stereocrama. Electric Targets. Helter Skelter. Pagoda 
an Eastern Enigma. Cavern of the Sirens. Sitemeet 
Boats on Lake. Sir Hiram Maxim's Flying 
Austrian Restaurant Café and Lager Beer Hall. 


Daily, at 3 and 8. 


N ASKELYNE and DEVANT’S 
4 MYSTERIES 
(Late Maskelyne and Cooke's.) 
8T. GEORGE’S HALL, LANGHAM PLACE, W. 
A Unique Entertainment. 

MARCOS NOTE ee Devant, in = giare of the 
foo’ ta, wil of coven Emo ving woman, 
representing a moth, who shrivels into not ae his 
arms in Pmt = second. a Hive : 

lexi urmese 
; Mystery “f the air. Mental 








PLEASURE CRUISES 
TO NORWAY) 


ORIENT COMPANY’S §&.8, ** OPHIR? 

6,814 Tons Reg., 10,000 H.P. 

Visiting BERGEN, GUDVANGHE 
BALHOLMEN, MUNDAL, LOB 


MEROK, NAES, and ODDE. | 


DAYS’ delightful Cruise for 
13 GUINEAS and upwards. 
rs: 

F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & 60) 
Head Offices: FENCHURCH AVENUE, ee Ld 
For Passage apply to the latter Firm at 5 

avenue, E.C.; or to the West End Branc *\ Oe, 

Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


SATLINGS COMMENCED SATURDAY, 2xp JUNE) 


30th June. 


14th and 
28th July. 


llth and 
2th Aug. 





NOTE ALTERATION IN TOMES. 
Week days, 9 a.m. from Old Swan Pier, instead of § 


DAILY SEA TRIPS 
N#Y PpAtace QtsAue 


The 
“ROYAL SOVEREIGN ” 
DAILY (eroert Fridays) from Old Swan Pier, La 
Bridge, at9a.m. (SUNDAYS at 9.20 a.m.) 
outing” Greenwich, Woolwich, and Tilbury. 
Trains: Fenchurch-street, 9.45 a.m. Pasties He 10 
St. Pancras, 9.23 a.m. P aaa (including Sunday) 


SOU — MARGATE, & RAMSGA 
due back about 8 p.m.). 


For F ant +5 ~ particulars apply to 
ae E. Barlow, Director and Manager, 
50, King William-street, E.C, 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY 08 


ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


ia <4 or under the Tate Acts. 
Two Resident Medical O 


ass: ananneaial 
} mile from Station, G.E.R 





' Apply to “ Superintendent,” Hillside, Buatlagan 





INEBRIET Y. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. E 


Medical Attendant : 


ies TILEY, or Go Fae. “a 
J RAPHIO y enw MEDICAL, LEICESTER” ~ 


Treatment oF INEGRIETY. 


DALRYM PLE HOUSE: 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
under the Act and privately. 


to 
Py D. HOGG, M-B.C.S., &e., 
Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O, 16, RiokMANSWoRTH. 
nee 





For Gent 
Vor Terms, &c., 2 





S. FISHER, 188, St 
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